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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1957 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Heatru, Epucation, 
WELFARE, AND SAFETY OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE District oF COLUMBIA, 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpecraL SuBcOMMITTrEE To Stupy AND ForMULATE 
PLANs For A Crvic AuDIroRIUM AND 
Mass CommMunNIcATIONS CENTER OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE Districr or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittees met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a. m., in room 
P-38, United States Capitol Building, Senator Morse presiding. 

Present: Senators Morse (presiding), Clark, Case, and Beall; Rep- 
resentatives Morrison, Multer, Granahan, Kearns, and Broyhill. 

Also present: William P. Gulledge, counsel; Donald P. Feldman, 
assistant counsel (Senate committee); and Dixon Davis, House of 
Representatives Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Senator Morse. The hearing will come to order. 

[ shall serve as temporary “chairman until all of our members are 
here, and at a later time we can decide on the chairmanship of the 
committee. 

This hearing is called in order to hear testimony in regard to the 
various points -of view concerning the civic auditorium. 

We are honored to have as our first witness not only one of the 


greatest civic leaders of the District of Columbia but one of the great 


women of America, Mrs. Eugene Meyer. I will ask her to come up 
and take the witness stand. 

Proceed in your own way, Mrs. Meyer. We are delighted to have 
you with us. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EUGENE MEYER, CHAIRMAN, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA AUDITORIUM COMMISSION 


Mrs. Mryrr. My name is Agnes E. Meyer. I am testifying before 
you as Chairman of the District of Columbia Auditorium Commis- 
sion. I have never appeared before a congressional committee with a 
higher sense of responsibility. The task assigned the District of Co- 
lumbia Auditorium Commission by the Congress to secure a suitable 
site and to construct upon it a great civic auditorium could not be 
lightly construed at any time. But in a period when our Republic 
must capture the imagination of all free peoples the fact that our 
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political and civic leaders are determined to build a great cultural 
center in the Capital of our country as a focus and inspiration for 
the creative arts, for important national and international gatherings, 
and for the education of our people will have worldwide repercussions 
whose effects are bound to be of lasting and ever-increasing impor- 
tance. 

If you think I exaggerate the importance of this project, please bear 
in mind that Washington is not only the Capital of the United States; 
it is the capital of the free world. Yet the reputation of our Nation 
among other peoples rests chiefly upon our superiority in technology 
and the high standard of living it has produced. To enhance the 
respect which these achievements have won for us we must make it 
far more evident than we have in the past that our democracy is pri- 
marily concerned with the development of individual capacities and 
aspirations and thus in the flourishing amongst us of arts and sciences. 
It is obvious, therefore, that our new cultural center must reflect. by its 
architectural beauty, by its dignity, and by the manner in which it 
fulfills its artistic and public functions, the highest ideals of a free 
society. 

Therefore, in summing up the report of the Commission which 
has been in your hands for several days, my testimony will put less 
emphasis upon its details and more upon the major question as to 
what factors must be considered if the high purposes assigned our 
Commission are to be carried out in a worthy manner. 

Let me say at the outset that our Commission could not have given 
you this detailed and comprehensive analysis of the complex prob- 
Jems involved in this assignment, had we not been able to enlist the 
voluntary cooperation of eight of the Nation’s leading architectural 
and engineering firms whose names are listed on page 9 of our re- 
port. They are extremely busy men who come from distant cities; 
yet they attended every one of the numerous meetings necessary to 
pool their judgment on the findings of their research work. Had 
we relied on 1 firm, its conclusions could not have enlisted the con- 
fidence which the unanimous decision of 8 different firms with the 
broadest possible experience deserves and which it has indeed aroused 
in every one who has seen our report. As our introduction points out, 
numerous attempts have been made in the past to fill the need in our 
Nation’s Capital for a cultural center having the broad scope our 
report envisages. They all failed. This time we must succeed. For 
we now have all the information needed to come to a decision. 

The Commission wishes to express its gratitude to Mr. Barney 
Balaban, chairman of our planning committee, for it was he who 
had this idea of inviting this group of firms to help us decide highly 
technical problems with which the Commission members could not 
cope. These firms were selected not only on the basis of ability 
but of geographical distribution, so that people from all parts of 
the country would feel a relationship to this national project. It was 
gratifying that each firm we selected felt the importance of the un- 
dertaking and accepted at once. 

Because of its educational and esthetic significance to our people 
and to our prestige in foreign lands, the sheer beauty of this com- 
plex of buildings, its setting and its surroundings, are of major im- 


portance. We cannot afford to forget this, in deciding the difficult 
question of selecting a proper site. Our report has analyzed in great 
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detail the advantages and disadvantages of 3 different locations, 
which were chosen only after 7 other possible sites had been rejected 
by the Planning Board with the concurrence of our Commission. 
All were evaluated not only according to their natural advantages, 
but to their convenience or accessibility, their size, zoning conditions, 
cost, reduction from or addition to tax rolls, and their relation to 
Washington’s traffic problem and to its urban renewal program. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly that the location preferred by the 
Commission to all others is the Foggy Bottom site discussed on page 
17 of our report. It is closer than the others to the city’s popula- 
tion center and to its chief hotels. This would improve its income 
potential and also attract income to our hotels and shops. It is, 
moreover, within an area authorized by Congress to be acquired for 
yublic building purposes. But chiefly the Commission prefers it 

cause it is the only beautiful site on the Potomac River left in 
Washington. It would provide a panoramic view of the Potomac 
River and would permit the center to be seen from a distance of 
several miles. This visibility would enhance the impression the 
Center makes, much as it has the Lincoln and Jefferson Memorials 
and the Capitol itself. It would be about a thousand yards from 
the White House, even closer to the Lincoln Memorial, to the Navy 
Department’s Potomac group and other public edifices. This prox- 
imity to other famous buildings and monuments would lend the cul- 
tural center a borrowed dignity and attract many visitors. The size 
of the Foggy Bottom site, if cross streets are closed, would be 27 acres, 
ideal for the facilities proposed and for the gardens that are a part 
of the architectural whole. 

A purely practical aspect of the Foggy Bottom site should not be 
overlooked. Once constructed, the center must pay its own way. As 
this location is closer to the city’s population center, and to its chief 
hotels, this would undoubtedly improve its income potential. The 
underground parking space of the center when not fully utilized by 
its patrons would bring in a steady revenue at the Foggy Bottom site 
because increased parking space is essential to the adjacent offices of 
the new State Department, to George Washington University, and 
other public buildings already in existence or planned for this area. 

What holds up the selection of the Foggy Bottom site is the route 
of the throughway which, as now planned, would bisect this acreage. 
We had hoped that this contentious problem could have been solved 
before we had to make our official report to you. Many officials and 
engineering experts think that it would be more practical and cheaper 
to reroute this branch of the throughway. At the same time there is 
refusal on the part of other officials even to consider the matter. You 
alone can resolve this debate by demanding a technical analysis of the 
question without further procrastination. 

What has undoubtedly hampered an objective decision as to the loca- 
tion of this branch of the Inner Loop is the fact that powerful real 
estate and businessmen have bought land in Foggy Bottom for the 
construction of apartments, hotels, and office buildings. They did 
this in good faith on the supposition that the routes of the Inner Loop 
were permanently fixed. You must ask yourselves the question 
whether it is in the interests of the Nation’s Capital to devote the last 
remaining beautiful site on the Potomac River to commercial struc- 
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tures. For eventually such a trend would make the banks of the Poto- 
mac look like those of any commercial port. The businessmen of 
Washington should bear in mind that a beautiful public edifice such 
as the cultural center placed in this accessible location would not only 
add to the beauty of the Nation’s Capital but would be of material 
benefits because it would bring big conventions, international gather- 
ings, and many more tourists to Washington. I feel sure that you 
could persuade the Washington Board of Trade to weigh carefully the 
comparative merits of immediate income from this land versus the 
great advantage to Washington and the Nation of its utilization for 
permanent mater ial benefits and cultural values. 

I can readily imagine your impatience with the numerous difficult 
decisions I am calling upon you to make. I realize that you are far 
too busy to devote time to these conflicts of interest which any major 
endeavor on behalf of the public welfare invariably creates in the 
District of Columbia. Therefore, if the superior merits and the avail- 
ability of the Foggy Bottom site are to be explored without delay, I 
respectfully suggest that this joint committee of the Senate and House 
appoint a committee to make these decisions and report back to you. 
Such a committee should have 1 representative from the National Cap- 
ital Planning Commission, the Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, the District 
Commissioners, the Fine Arts Commission, and our own Commission 
to reconcile the various points of view. But my own feeble endeavors 
to create harmony between these groups convinces me that their squab- 
bles will only become more acute wnless you appoint one of your own 
members to act as chairman. I make this suggestion because your 
chairman could gage the possibilities of the situation very quickly. 

I should like to ‘emphasize that our Commission though it prefers 
the Foggy Bottom site, does not insist upon this choice. Our Com- 
mission realizes the importance of rehabilitating Washington’s south- 
west sector. The center would provide a handsome focus for such a 
redevelopment. On the other hand, our Commission does not wish 
this great cultural enterprise to be considered as primarily a slum 
clearance project. It deserves more objective consideration. But we 
have in good faith recommended two sites in the southwest area to 
which our plans can be adjusted without sacrificing any of the facili- 
ties. A beautiful setting could also be created on one of these sites 
if we are allotted sufficient acreage. 

Location No. 2 is bounded by D, 6th and 10th streets and by the new 
Inner Loop Freeway. This site, however, has major esthetic disad- 

vantages. On its north boundary is a dingy Government warehouse 
which cuts off the possibility of vistas of the center from the Capitol 
or from the Grand Mall. At the northeast corner, a railroad rumbles 
by on elevated tracks whose noise could not be muffled. Finally, this 
site has neither an outlook on the river nor can it be seen from the 
river. Size of the site, if cross streets were closed, would be 27 acres, 
ample for the facilities planned. 

The Auditorium Commission strongly prefers location No. 3 to 
location No. 2 in the southwest redevelopment area, at the southern 
focus of the proposed 10th Street South Mall. It is bounded by 9th 
and 12th Streets, D and F Streets (the last named to become the 
Inner Loop Freeway). To some extent this site overlaps site No. 2. 
Site No. 3 has decided esthetic advantages. Looking southwest it 
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would have a vista over the Washington Channel, the new Freeway 
Bridge, the lawns of East Potomac Park, and the Jefferson Memorial 
rising above the Tidal Basin. A northeast view would include the 
Capitol itself. As a corollary, the center itself would be visible from 
all these much visited points. These advantages are somewhat offset 
by the proximity of a freight yard and produce center, but since the 
freight yard contains only low buildings, it would not obstruct the 
view of the Tidal ae and the Jefferson Memorial from all points 
of the site. Site No. 3 also has some practical advantages. Adjacent 
to the Bureau of Printing and =e and the Department of 
Agriculture, the center’s parking facilities would receive heavy day- 
time use from the employees of these two Federal agencies. 

To sum up the problem of the choice of a site, I wish to say this: If 
you gentlemen, who must decide this problem, do not wish to appoint 
the committee I suggested to explore the obstacles to the Foggy 
Bottom site, and if in your opinion this acquisition of the Foggy 
Bottom site would delay your decision unduly, then—but only then— 
the Commission would prefer to have you decide upon site No. 3 in 
the Southwest area, for nothing would be more disastrous to a project 
such as ours than to have it postponed indefinitely by disputes and 
possible litigation. As President Eisenhower said vactentie in his 
interview with our Commission concerning the cultural center, we 
need it now. 

Concerning the practicality and beauty of our plans, you can gain 
your own impression by the detailed descriptions in the report. The 
enthusiasm which the press coverage of the report has created is 
heartening. It seem to have stirred in people’s hearts the hope for a 
better and more tranquil world. One distinguished naval officer 
wrote that he considered the cultural center a dynamic symbol of 
our faith in the future and expressed the hope that every Foreign 
Office would hear of it. No less welcome was the following comment 
which in one form or another occurred in letters I have received: 
“The $36 million you have to raise should be a snap. If I can be of 
help to you, please let me know.” 

I hope these offers of assistance encourage you as much as they do 
the members of the Commission. We hope very much that the 
Congress may be sufficiently convinced of the importance of this 
project to help us acquire the site. That much support from the 
Congress would make our task of raising the $36 million needed for 
the construction far easier. If we can go before the people with such 
tangible proof of your support, I haven't the slightest doubt that 
we can raise any sum of money needed to complete the Cultural Center 
as well as the beautiful setting it should have. 

I wish to point out some of the educational aspects of the center, 
which are just as important as its excellent facilities for music, drama, 
art exhibitions, and conventions, for the Inaugural Ball and for other 
major historical events of national and international importance. 
We have planned a Tourist Information Center which will help the 
millions of visitors who come to Washington to understand the rela- 
tionship to each other, and the historical importance, of the many 
Government buildings in the Nation’s Capital. In addition we shall 
have historical moving pictures shown regularly in the theater, which 
will make these tourist trips to Washington far more informative 
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and exciting, especially to schoolchildren. In addition, we shall have 
an intercommunication television and radio system whereby we can 
ick up important events throughout the Nation and abroad and 
am any important event taking place at the center to other parts 
of the country and to foreign lands: Such features will spread the 
cultural influence of the center and make it a salient influence in the 
lives of the American people. 

I have purposely avoided the discussion of all technical problems 
involved in the construction of the Cultural Center, as Mr. Charles 
Luckman, of Pereira & Luckman, who is chairman of our Planning 
Board, has flown from Los Angeles to be present here today, to answer 
any questions on the methods by which he and his associates, the 
seven other firms, determined what sites were the best, what facilities 
the center should contain, and how large they should be, if the reve- 
nues will—as they must—meet the costs of management and mainte- 
nance, I would be grateful if you will hear him as the next witness. 
In addition, several members of our Commission are present with 
whom you can, if you wish, check my presentation of their ideas. 

In conclusion we wish to thank the members of the District of 
Columbia committees of the House and Senate for having supported 
and expedited the work of our Commission in numerous ways. With- 
out your prompt consideration when new legislation was needed, 
we could not have completed the report on time. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much, Mrs. Meyer. 

Before I call on my colleagues for questions, if any of them have 
any questions, 1 want to welcome Congressman Morrison, who shares 
my responsibility as cochairman of these hearings. 

I would like to present the other members of the committee so the 
people of the audience will be able to identify them. 

Congressman. Kearns, Congressman Multer, Congressman Broyhill, 
Congressman Granahan. 

To my right is Senator Beall, of Maryland, who always lends us 
support and assistance in District of Columbia matters ; Senator Clark, 
of Pennsylvania; and Senator Case of New Jersey. 

Now, if it meets with your pleasure, Congressman Morrison, we 
will proceed to call on these witnesses in the order of the agenda 
that has been laid before us, and following the hearing of the witnes- 
ses we will go into executive session, and the committee then, if that 
meets with your pleasure, will decide on any future hearings we may 
have. 

It is my judgment we probably won’t finish the hearings today and 
probably will run over into tomorrow morning. I hope as many 
members of the two subcommittees as possible will stay with us and 
help us give these people the fullest possible hearing on the merits of 
this issue. 

I have one other announcement to make. Senator Neely, the chair- 
man of the Senate District of Columbia Committee, expresses regrets 
he couldn’t be here this morning. He is in attendance at another com- 
mittee, the Judiciary Committee, I believe. He has, however, au- 
thorized me to announce that any action that this committee takes 
procedurally will meet with his satisfaction and that I may exercise 
his proxy. 
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Now, Congressman Morrison, do you have any questions of Mrs. 
Meyer? 

Representative Morrison. No questions, except to compliment her 
on a very excellent presentation. 

Senator Morse. Does any member of the committee have any ques- 
tions of Mrs. Meyer. 

Representative BroyHity. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Morsg. Mr. Broyhill. 

Representative Broyum. Mrs. Meyer, you mentioned several busi- 
ness interests who have acquired sites there in the F oggy Bottom loca- 
tion. 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes. 

Representative Broyuimy. One of these, I understand, is the Peoples 
Life Insurance Co., which acquired a site just at the corner of what 
you have recommended. 

Mrs. Meyer. I believe they are one of them. 

Representative BroyHiny. I spoke to several members of the Com- 
mission yesterday and they expressed the opinion that it would have 
no objection to the Foggy Bottom location if the Peoples Life In- 
surance Co. proceeded with their plans. That is right at the corner. 

Mrs. Mryzr. I don’t know the intricacies of that. Some people 
say that they can still retain their land and we have enough. Now, 
whether that is so or not I don’t know, sir, but I know that this has 
complicated the argument as to whether the throughway should be 
moved or not. 

In justice to these men I try to bring out that they were assured by 
practically all of our officials when they bought that land that the 
throughway would not be moved, and then the thing was reconsidered. 

Representative BroyHiw. That is one group I ‘know of that have 
proceeded with their plans for construction. 

Mrs. Meyer. And naturally we respect their position, but at the 
same time we do feel that to devote that one beautiful site to great 
industrial oe and hotels and apartments is not really in the 
interests of the Nation’s Capital, surely from the point of view of plan- 
ning and esthetics. 

Representative Broyut. That is all I have. 

Representative Karns. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Kearns. 

Representative Krarns. As a member of the subcommittee and also 
the Commission, I think the President was most wise in his choice 
of members, as well as the Vice President on the Senate side and Mr. 
Rayburn from the House side, and I don’t think that in my experience 
in Congress I have ever served with a more hardworking group who 
wanted to accomplish something that had to be done as quickly as 
possible. Our chairman has been most gracious to work with and I 
wish to laud her and say anything I could that would be appreciative 
of what she has done. 

Mrs. Meyer. Thank you very much. The attitude of the Con- 
gressman and Senators toward my Commission makes this important 

task a delight, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Are there : any other questions? 

Senator Beatu. Mr. Chairman, I do want to emphasize the import- 
ance of this project as a member of the committee and the Commis- 
sion. I know how hard the Commission members have worked. While 
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we have preferred the Foggy Bottom site—that is, our Commission 
has—Mrs. Meyer has said that the main thing is to select and get a 
site, because, as I understand it, it is most necessary that we pin down 
a site in order to get the X millions of dollars, either through volun- 
tary contributions or Federal aid, that are necessary to begin. I 
think we are all in agreement that we must get the site that can be 
obtained most expeditiously. 

Mrs. Meyer. Well, unnecessary delay is the point I make, because 
this project has been killed by disputes over and over again, Mr. 
Chairman, and we must not let that situation arise again. 

But I do think that you are the only people who have the power to 
make the decision. The arguments go back and forth because, un- 
fortunately, there is no final arbitrator in this curious government of 
ours in the District of Columbia, and therefore these cowlick situa- 
tions arise. But your committee, your joint committee, has the joint 
decision, and if one of your representatives would simply review the 
pros and cons—of which you will hear a great many before this 
testimony is over—but really review it to see if some heads can be 
knocked together, so to speak, which I hope is possible, then you 
would know whether to drop it or go on. 

Senator Breau. I think that is what we want to get right and make 
a part of the record. It is most important that we make that a part 
of the record. 

Mrs. Meyer. But the interest of the country is tremendous, Mr. 
Chairman, judging by our letters and newspapers and so on. People 
would be terribly disappointed if we didn’t act as quickly as possible 
on this. 

Senator Morse. I will say the joint committee is very fortunate to 
have Congressman Kearns and Senator Beall, who are members of 
the Commission itself, here to advise us on the intricacies of the 
issue. I have the disadvantage, Mrs. Meyer, of being completely 
uninformed on the matter. 

Mrs. Meyer. Well, that is also a great advantage. 

Senator Morsr. And I am very openminded on it. Therefore when 
you raise the question here that I didn’t know about until you raised 
it concerning a possible conflict between private holdings and public 
interest, I am moved to ask you this question: Assuming now that you 
have some property owners who were planning to use the land for 
commercial purposes, aren’t we again confronted with that old ques- 
tion of determination as to whether or not the public interest shouldn’t 
supersede; and whether or not legal remedies are not adequate prop- 
erly and duly to compensate the private holders for any loss they 
might suffer if it were decided that, speaking hypothetically, the 
Foggy Bottom site is the more favorable? 

Mrs. Meyer. I[ hope that it can be decided in just that manner, sir. 
I think it should be. I wouldn’t have made this strong plea for 
Foggy Bottom if I didn’t think that it was possible. At the same 
time, in fairness to the businessmen—I am trying to be fair to every- 
one—-they haven’t really begun their construction yet, but some of 
them have invested really a considerable sum of money in plans and all 
sorts of things, and if they are persuaded to give up their claims we 
would like it to be a happy solution by which their financial position 
is given adequate recognition. 
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. Senator Morsr. Well, that is the next question I was going to ask 
you, because as a lawyer I have had a little experience with adjustment 
problems of this nature, some of them ending up, of course, in condem- 
nation proceedings, which we always try to avoid if it can be avoided. 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes, it should be amicable so this thing is something 
everyone wants. 

Senator Brann. That is what I was worrying about, Mr. Chair- 
man—the legal proceedings. 

Senator Morsr. Has the Commission discussed this particular prob- 
lem enough so that they can advise the committee as to whether or not 
they think adequate compensation could be made available to these 
business interests for any losses that they might suffer without it being 
necessary to go to court action ¢ 

Mrs. Meyer. I have simply had a few letters from some of these 
people, Senator, in which, of course, they defend their position, as they 
are entitled to do, and I couldn’t really give you an exact psychological 
description of their mental state about this thing. However, I do feel 
that every American can be persuaded to do something, Senator, that 
is in the interests of his Capital and his Nation. After all, the busi- 
nessmen are just as patriotic as anybody else and have every stake in 
the future of our country. I think your committee could persuade 
them to see this thing from the point of view of public interest. 

Senator Morse. Raising one more hypothetical aspect of this matter, 
let’s assume now that A, B, and C, having property holdings in this 
area, feel that if they were forced into condemnation proceedings the 
return that they would get from those condemnation proceedings 
would not really be adequate to compensate them for at least their 
anticipated values out of the use of the property for commercial pur- 
poses. Is the Commission in a position where it might negotiate a 
settlement with these business firms for what the Commission and the 
business firms might consider to be a fair value over and above what 
they might get by way of condemnation ¢ 

Mrs. Meyer. I think that exceeds the powers of the Commission set 
up by its legislation, Senator. I don’t think we have the power to do 
that. I think you would have the power to send over one of your 
representatives, but we have to adhere to the directions we are given in 
the legislation to choose a site and construct the center. 

Let me call to your attention, however, the fact that there is no 
use even arguing with businessmen until the problem of the through- 
way has been settled. There is here a representative of the National 
Planning Commission who is going to testify, and who can answer 
many more questions about the first step that must be taken than I ean. 

The Commission has been very careful not to put itself in the 
position of asking for the throughway to be moved. We simply 
became all the more interested in the site for the center because we 
heard that in the National Capital Planning Commission, and even 
outside of the Planning Commission, there were many people who 
thought that it might be moved and that it would be moved. 

Senator Morse. I judge from the language you use in your state- 
ment that apparently the Commission has the opinion that it could 
be moved and still meet the traffic needs of the area. 

Mrs. Meyer. Oh, yes. In fact, there are definite plans for that 
that exist, but in the last meeting of the National Planning Commis- 
sion there was so much argument about it, and one of the District 
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Commissioners was so much opposed to moving the throughway 
though I don’t know what his reasons are for being so beyond ali 
argument, that nothing was decided. 

he Planning Commission actually hoped to be able to tell us before 
we appeared before you that the throughway could be moved, and 
then their plans were frustrated again. That is why we postponed 
our hearing until the 7th, today, Senator, because we had every hope 
that the thing would be settled. Otherwise we would have come 
before you more promptly. 

Senator Morse. I hoid in my hand a document entitled “Plans for 
a National Civic Auditorium and Cultural Center for the Citizens 
of the United States Submitted to the President of the United States 
and the Congress, January 31, 1957, by the District of Columbia 
Auditorium Commission.” 

This document is the report to which you have referred in your 
statement ? 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. Would you wish it made a part of the record in 
the hearing? 

Mrs. Meyer. I would, sir. 

Senator Morsg. It will be marked for purposes of identification as 
“Exhibit 1” in this hearing. 

(The document referred to was marked as “Exhibit No. 1” and 
will be found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia. ) 

Mrs. Meyer. Incidentally, we have sent it to every Senator and 
every Congressman and naturally to the President and Vice President 
and Mr. Rayburn. 

Senator Morse. Returning to its identification, it will be marked 
for identification as “Rxhibit 1” in this hearing. This document 
is entitled “Plans for a National Civic Auditorium and Cultural Cen- 
ter for the Citizens of the United States Submitted to the President 
of the United States and the Congress, January 13, 1957, by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Auditorium Commission.” 

The document will not be included in the transcript but will be 
an exhibit placed on file with the committee for the committee’s 
records. 

Representative Kearns. Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like 
to say that we are a little limited in the scope of the title of the Com- 
mission here by the District of Columbia Commission. We feel that 
it is of national interest, that this auditorium and this center would 
belong to everybody throughout the Nation, and probably the Com- 
mission should have wider scope than just the District of Columbia 
terminology. 

Would you like to discuss that before you leave the stand ? 

Mrs. Meyer. I would be glad if we could be called the National 
Auditorium Commission, because that is really what we are. Our 
members come from all over the country. They aren’t merely from 
the District, and it is a national project. So if it would not call for 
too much legislative action we would be glad if you could somehow 
change our name to the National Auditorium Commission. 

Senator Morsr. The recommendation of the committee is that the 
appropriate legislation be introduced changing the name of the Com- 
mission to the National Auditorium Commission. 








NATIONAL CIVIC AUDITORIUM 1l 


Mrs. Meyer. We will be glad to have it done if it isn’t too much 
trouble. 

Senator Morsr. Will the Senate counsel take note of this recom- 
mendation and future action of the committee and have drafted for 
the committee at an early date a proposed amendment ? 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman, just a moment. 

Mrs. Meyer, we were talking about using the word “auditorium.” 

Mrs. Meyer. Naturally it would be a cultural center, you mean ? 

Senator Beat,. We were thinking about an opera house. 

Mrs. Meyer. Perhaps you think the title should be Commission for 
a National Cultural Center, because we can’t have a National Cultural 
Center Commission. It sounds awkward, doesn’t it? Of course, it 
is a cultural center. Auditorium does sound rather less than what 
we are doing. Commission for Cultural Center should be considered. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Gulledge, will you take note of this discussion 
and prepare an amendment for consideration of the committee in 
executive session ? 

Representative Murer. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Congressman Multer. 

Representative Muurer. I, too, like Senator Morse, bring a fresh 
approach to the problem because I am new to the committee and new 
to the problem. I appreciate very much the very fine statement on 
the subject. I, too, received this report. 

Mrs. Meyer. You are a member of our Commission, aren’t you? 

Representative Murer. No. Mr. Klein, of New York, was a mem- 
ber of the Commission and a member of the committee, but he has left 
the Congress and became a member of our Supreme Court in the State 
of New York, and I am a newcomer to the committee. 

It appears to me that, No. 1, the enabling legislation sets up your 
Commission and authorizes you to merely formulate the plans and 
then you report them back, as you have done. So if your Commission 
is to function further you will need additional enabling legislation. 

Mrs. Meyer. It has already been introduced in both Houses, a bill 
to continue the life of the Commission until its task is completed. 

Representative Murrer. And does that enabling legislation also 
provide that you will be authorized to proceed ¢ 

Representative Krarns. That was changed. 

Representative Muurer. So you now have authority to actually pick 
a site and buy or acquire a site? 

Mrs. Meyer. No, that is in the hands of the Congress. 

Representative Munrer. Well, that kind of legislation we will then 
have to consider, 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes, as soon as you have made up your minds, we 
would like the legislation introduced so that we may proceed. There 
is no use trying to raise funds until we know that we are going to 
have a site and we also hope, as I would like to emphasize again, that 
the Congress will pay for the site. 

Representative Kearns. The new bills, Mr. Chairman, gave the 
Commission the bills Mr. Beall wrote and I sponsored also. 

Senator Morse. I have the Senate copy of the bill in my hand now, 
Congressman Multer. It is S. 685. It is now pending before the 
Senate and a companion bill before the House. 

I would like to suggest to counsel for the committee that it probably 
would be wise to offer an amendment of this bill along the lines of 
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Mrs. Meyer’s testimony concerning the change of the title of the 
Commission so we can do it all at once and incorporate that amend- 
ment right in this bill when it comes before the Senate. 

Representative Mutter. Does that, Senator, also give the Com- 
mission the right to acquire the property either by purch: ise or con- 
demnation, or will we have to do that? Wiull Congress have to enact 
other legislation ? 

Representative Kearns. This bill is changed from the original bill. 

Senator Morse. Well, I think it ought to be made per fect ly clear in 
the bill. My original scanning of it “leads me to believe the Senate 
copy does not do that, but I think, a, gain, that should be added. 

Senator Brau. The reason we didn’ t do that, Mr. Chairman, is be- 
cause we wanted to get legislation in immediately, but we had in mind 
that they should be given the authority that was under discussion when 
we had the committee. We didn’t put that in the bill, but that can be 
done. I gladly accept that amendment. 

Senator Morsr. The Chair will announce when this bill comes be- 
fore the Senate—we will try this both ways. We will take your bill 
and I will offer an amendment on the floor, expecting no objections, 
and we will try to get it through that way. Then we will kill 2 birds 
with 1 stone. 

Representative Mvuurer. Do IT understand correctly your commis- 
sion would like to have the Congress make the decisions as to which 
site should be acquired ¢ 

Mrs. Meyer. It is their responsibility, and we have to abide by their 
final judgement. 

Representative Kearns. But the Commission would make the 
recommendation 4 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes, I have tried to. This is rather lengthy. I am 
sorry it was so long, but I had to make it very clear on w hat our pret- 
erences are and what concessions we would be happy to make. 

Representative Muurer. Is it fair to say that whether the Con- 
gress should decide on any 1 of the 8 sites you have recommended 
or any other site of comparable size so as to meet the needs of your 
plans, there will be someone somewhere who is going to object and 
protest that his property shouldn’t be taken? So we can’t satisfy 
everybody no matter which site we should decide upon. 

Mrs. Meyer. Sir, you can’t do anything in this district much less 
trying to get some land without running into hurdles. 

Representative Murrer. These committees will have to resolve that 
and take the brunt of whatever objection there will be. They will 
have some difficulties with every site, but I don’t think any of them 
really are such as are insuperable. 

I notice from a quick comparison of the 3 sites you recommend 
as the most preferable of all those your Commission has inspected 
and examined and considered that the 3 are practically comparable 
as to the amount of taxable land that we take off the tax rolls. In 
one case we are taking 86 percent, one 85 percent, and the other 88 
percent. So they are as closely comparable as you could get under 
similar circumstances. 

Mrs. Meyer. Right. 

Senator Morse. Mrs. Meyer, this committee that you refer to and 
recommend on page 3, where you say: 
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Therefore, if the superior merits and the availability of the Foggy Bottom 
site are to be explored without delay, I respectfully suggest that this joint 
committee of the Senate and House appoint a committee to make these decisions 
and report back to you. 

Then you make suggestions as to who you think should be on the 
committee. Is it your idea that that committee would be advisory 
in nature entirely ? 

Mrs. Mryer. Yes. You see, your chairman would have some power 
in this situation, Senator. We would have no power whatsoever; 
we would just be buffeted about. 

Senator Morse. Why would you have that committee limited to a 
consideration of the Foggy Bottom site? Why shouldn’t that special 
committee take into consideration the problem of sites? 

Mrs. Meyer. They could do that, sir, except you will find very 
little opposition on the other sites. 

We have straightened out our Southwest situation, sir, with much 
argument, so that that is in better shape by this time, and all of the 
people who are interested in the Southwest project are now ready to 
cooperate with us. At first it didn’t look as if they cared very much 
about having the auditorium there because, I mean, there was some 
point on view expressed. They had originally selected site No. 2, 
which I don’t think is a good site, and some of the people involved 
took the position of this or nothing. But thereupon we got out our 
own gun, Senator, and that is now straightened out. The Southwest 
will cooperate. 

Senator Morsr. As cochairman of this committee, I assure you that 
your recommendation will be brought before the committee in execu- 
tive session for consideration. 

Senator CiarK. Could I ask a question, born of ignorance? 

Senator Morse. Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciark. Look at page 15 of the report here, which is the 
aerial photographic view. 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes. 

Senator CLarKk. When you refer to the Foggy Bottom site, do you 
mean site No. 2 as distinguished from site 3? They are both referred 
to as Foggy Bottom. 

Mrs. Meyer. They are both part of the project, but, Senator, Mr. 
Luckman, who knows all of the technicalities of this, can discuss this 
whole business of sites and why and where and when. 

Senator Ciark. Perhaps you could identify the sites you are talk- 
ing about. 

Mr. Lucxman. It is No. 1. 

Senator CiarK. No. 1 is Theodore Roosevelt Island. 

Mrs. Meyer. He doesn’t mean that op 15. 

Representative Muurer. There is a difference in the numbers of the 
sites. 

Mrs. Meyer. If you look for site No. 1, you will see exactly where 
Foggy Bottom is. 

Senator Ciark. I don’t want to take up time if we could get an 
idea from a bird’s eye view of Washington what you are thinking 
about. 

Mrs. Meyer. It is Foggy Bottom, south. 

Senator Cuark. No. 3. 
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j os Meyer. And its total outline is on page 17, where we go into 
etails. 

Senator Morse. Desist for a moment. My sympathies are with the 
reporter. May we proceed now by identifying the pages that we are 
talking about. 

Senator CiarKk. Could we talk about page 15? 

Mrs. Meyer. Well, I am dodging it because I am a little unclear 
myself. I do not know the site as it actually is. It is really Foggy 
Bottom, south, which is No. 3 in this list. 

Senator Ciark. Right. Then the southwest sites are 4 and 10. 

Mrs. Meyer. But it is bigger. You can see it more easily if you 
look at page 17. 

Representative Mutter. So that it will be clearly indicated in the 
record, the aerial map is on pages 14 and 15, and site No. 3 on that 
aerial map is what we refer to on page 17 as suitable location No. 1? 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes. 

Representative Muurer. Then if you go to page 19, your suitable 
location No. 2 as described on page 19 is aetnaiy site No. 4 on pages 
14 and 15; am I right? 

Mrs. Meyer. Yes. And Foggy Bottom, south, which we want, is 
really clearly marked “No. 3 Center.” 

Senator Morss. On which page? 

Mrs. Meyer. The page the Senator is intrigued with, namely, 15. 

Representative Murer. Then you go to suitable location No. 3 
described on page 21. You will find that on the maps on pages 14 and 
15 as site No. 10. 

Senator Ciark. Thank you, Congressman. You have cleared the 
air for me. 

Senator Morse. Are you satisfied, Senator Clark? 

Senator CrarK. Yes. 

Senator Morse. I am more foggy than the bottom, but I will read 
the transcript. 

Mrs. Meyer, thank you very much. You are a wonderful witness. 

Mrs. Meyer. You were a wonderful and kind chairman. 

Senator Morsr. Mr. Charles Luckman, chairman of the planning 
board, is our next witness. 

Mrs. Meyer. He is the man to face with all of the questions I tried 
to dodge. 

Senator Morse. Glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES LUCKMAN, CHAIRMAN, PLANNING 
BOARD, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AUDITORIUM COMMISSION 


Mr. Luckxman. Thank you, sir. 

I have just a few informal remarks to make. I think that, as 
Mrs. Meyer indicated, this should be considered as a national en- 
deavor rather than a local one, and in substantiation of that I should 
like to call your attention to the fact, which you might not have oc- 
casion to be aware of, namely, that this is the first time that a group 
of architectural firms of substantial stature as represented by this 
list of eight have come together and voluntarily, without reim- 
bursement, worked on a project. They, of course, coming from all 
parts of the United States, would not have done this had not they, 
too, had the concept that this was a national endeavor, and I think 
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perhaps even more important than that, they would not have done 
that had they not hada very strong conviction that this was a na- 
tional need. 

I think the other matter of substantial interest is that this group of 
eight firms, in some. cases rather stern and on occasion fierce com- 
petitors, have unanimously agreed on the recommendations contained 
in this report. This sets, I think, a new milestone in the history of 
architecture and planning. Within our firm we do not always achieve 
this unanimity of thought, and therefore it is a matter of great pleas- 
ure, L think, to all of us who served on this committee, and who have 
for perhaps a year and 3 months, if my memory serves me correctly, 
been studying this problem. 

We have been able to come to a conclusion as to the basic facilities 
involved and which sites are most suitable for your consideration. 
The facilities, as indicated in this report, are a combination of some- 
what unusual groupings, and I believe there is nothing quite like it 
any place in the world. 

It was felt by the Planning Board, and, of course, I do not speak 
for the Commission since Mrs. Meyer does that so ably, but it was felt 
by the Planning Board that the Commission would not be able to 
jinance this project unless the Planning Board took a rather hard view 
of the entire problem, meaning an attempt to blend the cultural as- 
pects so sorely needed with the practical problems and functions 
which might assist in sustaining the ability to give the cultural as- 
pects to our country. Therefore, there is in this planning complex 
these important component parts: 

There is a great hall of approximately 100,000 square feet, which 

san be used for many things. It is designed and planned as a multi- 
ae hall. It has a apacity which will seat 10 3000 people on 
movable chairs. By merely bringing in chairs, a group of 10,000 
people can be handled for any type ‘of convention or international con- 
ference or educational discussion or international meeting to discuss 
problems in large groups such as take place many times in the United 
Nations, and w here, fr ankly, there is not a room of the size needed on 
occasion for all of the people who come together there. 

It also can serve as a place for the inaugural ball instead of dividing 
it up as is now done. 

It also can serve as an exhibition area. One of the thoughts that 
we had in mind was that the States, meaning, of course, the 48 States, 
did not have any place in our Nation’s Capital where the people of 
America, the tourists, and hundreds of thousands of people locally 
who would be interested could come to see exhibits pertaining to the 
individual States where they would see those things which make our 
States great in and of themselves. It seems a rather interesting and 
almost sad comment: iry, but this is true, that there is no centralized 
place. 

Somewhere in the report we refer to a court of States. We are 
trying to arrive at a facility in this great hall where we can bring 
together the examples of cultural and economic progress made by 
each of the 48 States. 

There is in conjunction with this facility an auditorium. There 
was in the early stages a substantial amount of discussion about an 
opera house. The Planning Board is not and was not opposed to an 
opera house as such, but it “seemed from our basic research of all of 
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the opera houses in the United States and abroad rather unlikely that 
a hall designed solely for an opera house could ever be reasonably self- 
supporting, and therefore instead of designing solely an opera house 
we have designed an auditorium which can by its design take care of 
most of the operas, the light operas and what we term the medium 
operas, all but the fullest of the heavy opera of the Faust type, which 
in and of themselves are in the minority. 

This auditorium can also serve for all types of large musical events, 
symphonies and things of that kind. We found from our research that 
symphony orchestras on tour eee bypass Washington, and by 
symphony orchestras I am referring to both American and foreign. 

e found that by properly planning this facility we could take 
care, therefore, of large musical events. 

Then also bearing in mind that there were times when the District 
of Columbia would want large conventions to come here, and when 
we could use the great hall of 100,000 square feet as an exhibit area, 
we could also then, doubling in brass, again use the auditorium as the 
central meeting place for the people who come to use this as a con- 
vention facility. 

The size of the auditorium is proposed at a seating capacity in the 
range of 3,800 to 4,200. In addition, there is provided a small 
theater—a legitimate theater—something which our research showed 
was badly needed from the educational standpoint, the ability to show 
films to groups, from the standpoint of small musical events, and from 
the actual standpoint of the legitimate theater, there being no reason 
why Washington should not have the same prominence in terms of 
theater as other major cities in the United States. 

The corollary facilities are rather important. The parking that is 
provided is 1,500 to 2,000. This variation in parking depends upon 
the site. 

Tn one case we have a slight slope in the site where we could get in a 
few more cars by a split-level scheme of parking, as compared to some 
more level sites that are under consideration. But the average is 
1,500 to 2,000, which will take care of the parking requirements of the 
entire facility, and also provide a parking facility for daytime use 
and auxiliary use by surrounding facilities in whatever area this goes. 

There is provided such amenities as a restaurant, administrative 
offices for this complex, and matters of that kind. You will see in the 
report a summary by the members of our Board who specialize in 
research work and a firm which has a very fine reputation in that 
area that the estimated income is, I believe, $487,376. That is a con- 
servative figure. 

Everything in the report is conservative except the cost of construc- 
tion and for that we have tried to err on the opposite side. The cost 
as shown is $30 million and we have asked for a contingency of $6 
million. 

In arriving at that cost, we used our plans. We do not have what 
are termed architectural designs because it was not the assignment of 
the Planning Board as of this time to make architectural designs. 
Therefore I should like very much to emphasize that what you see 
behind you as a picture is purely an architectural conception of the 
plan and is not intended to indicate the architectural style. 

The matter of architectural style is something that will have to be 
studied for as long as and with the same care as was devoted to the 
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planning concept itself. It is reasonable to assume that if the Plan- 
ning Board could agree on everything that is in the report, it could 
agree on architectural style. Whether the Commission and the mem- 
bers of this committee could also agree with the architects would be a 
matter for subsequent discussion. All of our clients do not agree with 
us and since it is their money we are spending, we somehow find it 
reasonable to be diplomatic in deferring some of our wishes to theirs. 
However, the elements are here for an architectural concept which 
would give dignity and character and stature and that is what, of 
course, 1s desperately needed. 

All of us who come to Washington and live in Washington do have 
the benefit of thinking of a very great man who lived years ago and 
whose name, as you know, is L’Enfant, and who planned, basically, 
the Nation’s Capital. His objective was to create radii streets of wide 
dimensions and wherever possible to have at the end of these a very 
important monumental project which would show the people as they 
traversed the streets that here at the end is an exclamation point of 
character and dignity to that part of the complex, and that is what 
we have striven for here insofar as the plan is concerned. So if you 
will simply accept my assurances that an architectural style can easily 
and properly be developed out of this plan, I would be grateful to you. 

It should not be, in my judgment, a consideration in your problems 
at this time. It seems to me you have enough of those existing at this 
time. With that I should be very glad to answer any questions. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Morrison, any questions ? 

Do other members of the committee have any questions? 

Would you, for the purpose of the record, help clear up this matter 
of the Foggy Bottom site that is in the exhibit? 

Mr. Luckman. It was done very accurately. The record is proper. 

Senator Morse. You haven’t said anything about the site. Do you 
have anything to say about the preference among these three sites? 

Mr. Luckman. The Planning Board had as its assignment to define 
a suitable site, and we differentiate from this in terms of available 
sites, there being quite a difference as to what is a suitable site and 
what is available, and we did not feel it was our function as to the 
availability. That is the function of the Commission and actually 
of the Senate committee—the Senate and House committee representa- 
tives here—and of the Congress. But in order not to evade the question 
as to suitability, the Planning Board feels, as the Commission does, 
that there is some advantage toward the Foggy Bottom site. The 
location in terms of the studies as shown within this report of the 
taxicab zones, the mass transportation facilities, and many other 
aspects which go into a study of this kind indicate that it would be a 
very desirable site. 

The question which I would be glad to face also—as to whether one 
of the present tenants of that site could stay—very honestly, we could 
not answer at this time. This would require some detailed type of 
penne that has not been our assignment, but which I am sure the 

>lanning Board would be willing to undertake as an additional assign- 
ment. Iam simply addressing myself to that site as a total site. It 
would have a preference from our standpoint. 

We do believe that the two sites in the southwest area are worthy 
of earnest. consideration and as to those two it would be somewhat 
more difficult to handle. What the record indicates as site No. 4, page 
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15 of exhibit 1, which is the site that Mrs. Meyer diseussed and related 
to the existing Government warehouse and railroad, it would be some- 
what more difficult to handle that site than it would to handle site 
No. 10, which is shown there in dotted lines. 

Site No. 10, which is shown in dotted lines, would be a site which 
would be at the end of the proposed 10th Street Mall. In other words, 
the proposed 10th Street Mall would run from the Smithsonian In- 
stitute directly down and culminate in this cultural center, which is 
something that we think is very worthy of consideration and is con- 
sistent with the total concept of L’Enfant when he planned the 
Capital. 

The use of site 4 could, in the views of the Planning Commission, 
only be acceptable if rearrangements were made in the proposed plan 
submitted by the Southwest area. The proposed plan as originally 
submitted shows a relatively narrow entrance between a long row of 
commercial buildings into this square, which is site No. 4, which was 
to be used for this cultural center, and it seems to the Planning Board, 
out of their combined experiences, that this is an impractical method 
of ce the project of such national significance, that there 
should be at least acommonly accepted practice of views and vistas 
approaching this project. 

I believe, although I am not sure, that the theory was that by 
going between this long row of commercial buildings and then coming 
a this cultural center located in site 4, there would be the element 
of surprise. I agree. Perhaps the surprise would be if you found 
it at all, rather than after the effect. 

Mrs. Mryer. Wouldn’t it be wise not to confuse them and say it is 
the equivalent of site No. 2 and the other site No. 3. Use those other 
numbers. 

Senator Crark. I think we have it clear now. Let’s stay where we 
are. Iam following you. 

Mr. Luckman. Maybe we better stay with the record as clarified. 

Representative Broyaity. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Broyhill. 

Representative Broynmi. Mr. Luckman, there is some discussion 
about difficulty in getting agreement as to the selection of the site. 
T assure you that difficulty is mild compared to the difficulty in agree- 
ing on a site or location of a bridge. 

Now this question might better be directed at Mr. Nolen of the 
Planning Commission, but since you are a member of the Planning 
Board I am wondering whether or not you considered in your deliber- 
ations on the Foggy Bottom site the effects of the construction of a 
bridge there either over or under or around Roosevelt Highway— 
let’s say the effect of the traffic which would be generated right there at 
that point or the traffic that might be generated by the auditorium to 
the traffic crossing the bridge. Also, a great deal of discussion has 
been given to the vista or the esthetic effect of the Foggy Bottom area 
over the other, whether the construction of the bridge there would 
change that perspective or not. Has the bridge been taken into con- 
sideration at all on any deliberations on the Foggy Bottom site? 

Mr. Lucxman. Sir, the Planning Board read with considerable in- 
terest all of the previous reports that have gone on for some years 
about the matter of this bridge and we felt that everything that could 
be said about it has already been said. 
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Representative Broyuity. I am talking about the effect on the 
Foggy Bottom site now. I am not asking your opinion on whether 
the bridge will be constructed or not. 

Mr. Lucxman. As the bridge is presently planned or as it was the 
last we knew of it, the last plans we were aware of, it would not in- 
terfere with the use of Foggy Bottom site. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Luckman, I noticed with interest you said the 
Planning Board had given consideration to the financial aspects of 
this problem, and I am wondering whether you have any view as to 
whether moving from Foggy Bottom to one or the other of the South- 
west sites would have any material adverse effect on the potential in- 
come of the center. 

Mr. Lucxman. Potential income? 

Senator Cuark. Yes. 

Mr. Lucxman. No, sir, not material. You used the word “ma- 
terial.” There would be slight fluctuations, just as there would be 
slight fluctuations in the cost of construction, but we have tried to 
use averages. 

Senator CiarK. So that in regard to the ability of the project to 
support itself from current operations, there is no substantial differ- 
ence between the three sites under consideration ? 

Mr. Luckxman. That is correct. And the same is true of the cost 
of construction. There is no substantial difference. 

Senator Morse. Congressman Kearns. 

Representative Kearns. I think in all fairness that the record 
should show that the Commission would never have been able to sub- 
mit this impressive report had it not been for Mr. Luckman and his 
associates who have worked so hard and worked out the detail that was 
much needed. 

Representative Morrison. I think that the committees, both the 
Senate and the House, are very much indebted to you and your Plan- 
ning Board for the excellent job and many long hours you have — 
without any compensation, and for the many times you have flown 
back and forth from the west coast, as I know. I and my colleague, 
Mr. Kearns, commend you for your very splendid and excellent efforts. 

Mr. Luckxman. Thank you. I will pass that on to the members of 
the Planning Board. I know they will all be grateful. 

Senator Morse. I am glad you two gentlemen made that statement 
for the record because I know you all know what Mr. Luckman and 
his associates have done. This whole committee is indebted to you 
and we thank you very much. I think you have performed what we 
really mean when we say public service beyond the line of duty. 

Mr. Lucxman. Thank you for your kindness. 

Senator Morsr. The next witnesses I have are the Auditorium Com- 
mission members. Are there any members of the Auditorium Com- 
mission who would like to testify ? 

There are no specific names under this heading. I assume that, as 
Congressman Kearns suggested, Mrs. Meyer represented all members 
of the Commission. 

Now we have Mr. Nolen of the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission. 

Do you have a statement, Mr. Nolen? 
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Mr. Noten. No, Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement. 
Senator Morse. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN NOLEN, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Noten. The Planning Commission, which met last week, 
thought that I might best serve the interests of the joint committee 
today by presenting, somewhat in chronological order, the various ac- 
tions and efforts of the Commission taken to resolve the problems 
that have been referred to with respect to both sites which have been 
mentioned prominently here this morning. I think that the impor- 
tance of the chronology on this would wy emphasized if I read 
first the action of the Commission that was taken unanimously at the 
meeting in December—this last December—at the request of Mrs. 
Meyer, who had appeared before the Commission at the previous 
meeting in November. This was the only basis on which there would 
be, seemingly, a unanimous agreement. 

The motion was as follows: 

Motion unanimously carried that either the Northwest public building area 
(Foggy Bottom) or the Southwest redevelopment area are suitable general 
locations for a National Auditorium; that suitable specific locations in either 
area present development problems which, however, do not appear to be 
insuperable; that if the Auditorium Commission selects a site in either of these 
areas a prompt decision and action by Congress is essential because of pending 
developments in both areas which, when progressed, may preclude the availability 
of specific auditorium sites. 

The reason for the latter part of that resolution is that in both areas 
there are specific other plans that were “in the mill,” so to speak, before 
the Auditorium Commission brought the results of its studies to a 
conclusion. A review of what has happened, it seems to me, would 
perhaps best serve to provide an understanding for the problems that 
are presented to this joint committee here in making a selection of 
the site. 

First I would like to clear up, if I may, what I find sometimes is a 
misunderstanding of the position of the Commission with refer- 
ence to the bridge, the Constitution Avenue Bridge, which, of course, 
relates to the Foggy Bottom site. 

The Commission, in November 1954, a few months after the ap- 
proval of the Constitution Avenue Bridge legislation, received a report 
of a committee of the Commission and approved a plan for bridge 
approaches and for connections to the west leg of the inner loop, 
which is intimately related to the bridge since it constitutes one of the 
main approaches to the bridge, and for the dissemination of traffic 
from the bridge. This approved plan located the west leg of the inner 
loop in the line of 25th Street, leaving rather large integral areas 
on either side of it for the location of public buildings, the taking for 
which the Congress had authorized previously. Naturally we were 
anxious at that time to reserve those for some future public use. 

Subsequent to that action there were minor modifications made in 
the plan. The tunnel plan was considered. The Commission indi- 
cated that it would be agreeable to a tunnel plan, if such were decided, 
in substitution for a bridge. It would render approximately the same 
service. However, in May of 1955, a new plan was presented to the 
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Commission by the consultants which the Highway Department had 
employed, the DeLeuw-Cather Co., for the location or the relocation 
of the west leg of the inner loop. This was a modification of the plan 
which the Commission had approved in 1954. That was referred to 
a staff committee, an interagency staff committee, which submitted a 
report the following month. The report was accepted by the Com- 
mission and DeLeuw-Cather proceeded to finish their assignment. 

Then in November of 1955 the Auditorium Commission was or- 
ganized and liaison was established. Mrs. Meyer suggested that we 
designate some member of the Commission and member of the staff 
to work in close contact with the Commission. That was done. Mr. 
Claude Owen, member of the Commission from Washington, was 
designated as the representative of the Commission and I was desig- 
nated to represent the staff. 

Our first efforts were to go out in the field and point out the different 
sites that were being considered by the Auditorium Commission, men- 
tioning the problems that were existent, as there were in almost every 
case. They are the ones that are listed on page 15, the 10 sites that 
are listed there. 

Senator Morse. Page 15 of exhibit 1. 

Mr. Noten. Contemporaneously we learned from the Potomac 
Plaza Development Corp. that they intended to proceed with the 
first unit of their proposed development, which was an apartment 
house on the north side of Virginia Avenue, at its intersection with 
New Hampshire Avenue. This required or involved a definite com- 
mitment to the location of the inner loop that had been recommended 
by the DeLeuw-Cathers organization to the Highway Department 
because the alternate location that the Commission had originally 
approved, that was in the line of 25th Street, they objected to it because 
it split the development, although physically it did not impair the 
plan. At least it did not seem to impair the original plan. 

Their objections were heard, along with the objections of some 
groups like the George Washington University, which had opposed 
the DeLeuw-Cather plan. However, at the request of the District 
representative, the Commission formally approved, in principle, the 
general location of the inner loop as presented by the DeLeuw-Cather 
organization as its December meeting. That was following—I want 
to make this clear—the hearing in which all parties of interest were 
given an opportunity to be heard; and it was following the indication 
that the Auditorium Commission was studying the Foggy Bottom 
area, 

During the ensuing months there was no further action by the 
Planning Commission called for. However, during the summer; that 
is, late in July of last year, the Planning Commission was requested 
by Senator Chavez, as chairman of a subcommittee, I believe, of the 
Public Works Committee of the Senate, to undertake a study of where 
the CIA might be located, if it were located inside the District of 
Columbia—a big “if” because Congress at that time was considering 
appropriations for a location which the Planning Commission had 
processed and approved outside of the District of Columbia, which 
Congress had also authorized in the previous session. 

The study was requested, I think, largely because of the interest 
of businessmen of Washington, and also of the District government 
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and others, in retaining, so far as possible, Government agencies inside 
the District wherever we could. 

One of the problems that had been considered but which had not 
been resolved in the early studies for the CLA was a location with ade- 
quate amount of space they would require. Fortunately, as a result 
of the subsequent studies made for the CIA site, at Langley we had 
a layout, a preliminary layout of their site requirements. The Com- 
mission appointed a committee, which was headed by Mr. Remon as 
Chairman, to study and report on alternate locations based on these 
requirements. 

That report was submitted to Senator Chavez and included a site 
in the Foggy Bottom area, within the area that the Congress previ- 
ously iadkortaed for public buildings. There were other sites also; 
one at the National Training School, one in Southwest, others at the 
Bureau of Standards and Soldiers Home. They were all included. 

The studies indicated it was possible to locate the CIA in the Foggy 
Bottom area, but it would require a relocation of the inner loop, and 
some studies were made to see if that were practical. Nothing came 
of these studies. The report was submitted in time, however—before 
the Congress adjourned. 

As an outgrowth of that finding, shall we say, it was clear there 
was room for a consolidated site in this Foggy Bottom area for a 
public building of major proportions, if the inner loop could be moved. 

The Commission set up a committee to study the pros and cons of 
alternate routes and to recommend a procedure for further study. 
Mr. Owen was designated as chairman of that committee. Members 
were General Lane, Mr. Wirth, Director of National Park Service 
and Mr. McConihe, the Commissioner of Public Buildings. So we 
had on that committee all of the major governmental officials who 
were involved in this decision. Mr. Owen, of course, is the civilian 
member of the Commission and had no administrative interest in any 
of the matters that were involved. He is here today and I think it 
would be well for you to hear him later. 

That committee made a report at the November meeting of the 
Commission ; that is, this last November, saying that it was studying 
two alternate routes; that more study was required before it was pre- 
pared to recommend a specific route. 

Now a large part of that conclusion was due to the fact there had 
not been sufficient time for General Lane to make the engineering 
studies that, of course, eventually have to be made of any route. We 
so advised Mrs. Meyer, who had appeared before the Commission 
at the November meeting and asked if both the Southwest site and 
the Northwest site would be available. The chairman advised Mrs. 
Meyer that we could not provide a positive statement as to the avail- 
ability of this Northwest site because these problems had not been 
worked out to the satisfaction of all members of the Commission. 
Furthermore, we could not advise prior to the date the Planning 
Board was to meet and take final action on the Auditorium Commis- 
sion proposal which has been presented to you here this morning. I 
say that because I think, in justice to the very splendid presentation 
that Mrs. Myer made of the effort of the Auditorium Commission, 
with whom we have had very fine working relations— as fine as we 
could have—they also were prevented, by this inability to resolve this 
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problem in the period of time that was available, from making a 
more positive statement. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Owen’s committee did endeavor to point up the 
results of their studies more firmly at the December meeting of the 
Commission and there was not agreement among the committee; 
therefore, the Commission finally resolved its position in the unani- 
mous resolution that I have read to this joint committee. 

Now it might be helpful if I would present to you the approved 
plan of the whole Northwest rectangle. I would like also to present 
the approved plan of the Southwest area. This will illustrate and 
point up some of the problems that the Commission considered were 
not insuperable in both these areas. 

Senator Morse. We would be very glad to hear that. 

Mr. Noten. Mr. Conrad, would you raise those on the easel over 
there ? 

While the plans are being placed up, I might just review quickly 
what the responsibility of the Planning Commission is with respect 
to these matters, As you know, we endeavor to function as the City 
Planning Commission for a ve ry complicated jurisdictional territory. 

The heart of this territory is the central area and we have main- 
tained for years what we call our central area plan. This plan that 
you'see before you is the portion of the central area known as the 
Northwest rectangle, which has expanded over a long period of years, 
beginning with ‘the 1926 Public Building Act, and extended by 
amendments made in 1930 or 1931, again in 1938 and finally as late 
as 1946 or 1947. 

The area that is outlined in brown—Mr. Conrad will you point out 
that area? ‘The area that is outlined in brown goes up to F Street 
and is the taking line that Congress has authorized. It goes up to F 
Street, then along Virginia Avenue to New Hampshire Avenue and 
then out along it to the river on the line of F Street. That is the area 
which has been authorized for public buildings. In the part of the 
area south of E Street there has been more or less complete land 
acquisition and commitment for definite building sites. In the area 
west of 23d Street and south of Virginia Avenue, there has been no 
definite plan, or definite commitment ‘T should say, for a public build- 
ing use, although there has been some land acquisition in that area. 

Now it is through that area that the Inner Loop has been located by 
the DeLeuw-Cather organization and the location indicated on the 
plan is that which was recommended by the DeLeuw-Cather organiza- 
tion and approved by the Planning Commission in December a year 
ago. So you can see the dilemma ‘that faced the Planning Commis- 
sion when the Auditorium Commission indicated that they were 
definitely interested in this Northwest area. 

Would you place, Mr. Conrad, the little mask of the auditorium on 
the site that was preferred by the Auditorium Commission. 

I might say the reason, in part, for that bend in the location of the 
loop is due to the old Naval Hospital hill, which I will refer to later, 
and which is a high mound of solid rock that rises in the midst of 
that area. 

The Auditorium Commission indicated that they would like to 
utilize the authorized area and place the auditorium in the location 
Mr. Conrad has indicated. Of course, that involved immediately con- 
sideration of whether or not it was possible to move the Inner Loop 








24 NATIONAL CIVIC AUDITORIUM 


to some other route so as to consolidate a site within the authorized 
public building area. 

Discussion indicated that the Commission felt that something could 
be done over there to unify the area enough to do that but it was not 
prepared to endorse any particular plan. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Rotea, you used the phrase “Inner Loop.” 
Does it mean the same as the throughway that Mrs. Meyer referred 
to? 

Mr. Noten. Yes, it is the same. 

Now I might make mention of one other responsibility the Planning 
Commission has in this area. Concurrently with all this, the Plan- 
ning Commission adopted and the Commissioners approved, bound- 
aries for an urban renewal study area in the Foggy Bottom and 
G. W. parts of the city. The boundaries are shown on this drawing 
that is being exhibited. 

You will note that there is a white portion, jutting between the two 
projects that is left out, the west central portion. That was done by 
request of the Potomac Plaza and Peoples Life Insurance representa- 
tives, who said they had plans for their areas and did not wish to be 
included in any studies for redevelopment. So the decision was to 
leave them out. 

Now we are currently in the early stages of fact-finding and plan- 
ning, such as setting down the planning criteria for the development 
of this surrounding area. You will note that south of the Potomac 
Plaza and Peoples Life areas boundaries are remnant blocks that 
make up the site that is indicated as being preferred by the Auditorium 
Commission for their building. So as a part of the process of develop- 
ing some kind of an urban renewal plan for this area, we are faced, 
regardless of the auditorium, with finding a satisfactory use and 
development for that area. 

Senator Morse. May I ask Mrs. Meyer if Foggy Bottom site is 
used if there is another place to put, as you referred to it, the freeway. 
She indicated that there was another place for it. Would you suggest 
on that map where another place would be for that throughway. 

Mr. Noten. Yes. We made some staff studies. They have no status 
with the Commission. They have not had, as I indicated, full 
engineering investigation. There were several types of alternatives 
that we reviewed. First, there was one to the west, which would 
follow the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway along the river and 
the eastern edge of the Rock Creek Valley instead of bisecting the 
whole West End and going up through the university and the Wash- 
ington Circle areas. 

I think I should have said that we had very strong opposition from 
the George Washington University to the DeLeuw-Cather proposal 
because it went right up through the additional blocks that they had 
been acquiring. They own a large part of that and they had expected 
to develop their medical center there. They have already constructed 
two units for that, the hospital and the cancer research center at the 
circle. However, at the time that the decision was made, the univer- 
sity did not have specific plans to exhibit. They simply said they 
had planned that for a long time, and they were correct. They had 
been before the Planning Commission as early as 1944 and presented 
tines proposal to expand westward to, roughly, New Hampshire 
Avenue. 
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So there was this first location to the west, where we would miss 
everything except, of course, the Potomac Plaza development. That 
property is still owned by the gas company. The Potomac Plaza De- 
velopment Corp. appeared before the Commission and said they had 
an option on it saa intended to go ahead with the plan which they 
had made available to us some years previous. In fact, it has been 
under discussion for 3 or 4 or maybe even 5 years. It was obvious 
that they were going to be greatly disturbed by such an impact upon 
their development. So we tried to find some other solutions, and there 
were other studies made. The one that seemed to involve the fewest 
number of conflicting interests was the original one that the Commis- 
sion approved in 1954; namely, the one up through 25th Street. 

Now we made a number of variations of that study, of that general 
location, all of which turned west of the interesection of New Hamp- 
shire and Virginia Avenue to follow, generally, the route along the 
Rock Creek Valley, which I referred to earlier as being part of the 
idea of locating it along the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway. 

There were two reasons for that. One is that we had this opposi- 
tion from George Washington University to anything that would 
interfere with their development, and, second, subsequent studies 
made and still underway by the consultants for the highway depart- 
ment indicated that more room might be needed for the interchange 
between an enlarged Whitehurst Freeway to accommodate route 240 
and the inner loop. 

The approved plans that are before you, you will note, provide only 
for 1novement on the expressway level to the north of the inner loop 
and no movement to the south. Movement to the south would be re- 
stricted to the local street system. These later studies indicated that 
perhaps an express connection to the south should be provided. That 
naturally involved some very complicated design problems at Wash- 
ington Circle that some studies indicated might mean three and a half 
levels below ground. So our efforts were directed to working with the 
highway department on these studies to see if we could accommodate 
those movements to and from the west in the vicinity of Rock Creek 
and Potomac Parkway. 

I think that sums up pretty well, Mr. Chairman, the efforts that 
we made to try and be these problems. There just hasn’t been 
time. They have been involved, as has been indicated, and the Com- 
mission was reluctant to take definitive action on this without wait- 
ing for the highway department to make the engineering studies that 
it said would be required before they would come to any conclusion. 

Will you turn up the plan, Mr. Conrad ¢ 

Now, on the Southwest, in a somewhat similar way, but more formal 
way, we have some commitments in the Southwest which would have 
to be adjusted and changed in order to accommodate the auditorium 
as proposed by the Auditorium Commission. This plan was adopted 
formally by the Planning Commission last spring and approved by 
the Commissioners, after public hearings, late this fall. It is now the 
official plan that is the basis for the condemnation of the entire area 
by the Redevelopment Land Agency. It can be changed by procedure 
for amendment. 

The area that has been indicated by the Auditorium Commission 
as most desirable in the Southwest for the auditorium is the area. 
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shown in red, as indicated by Mr. Conrad. There are two sites there, 
one to the west, which is the one that runs clear west to 12th Street. 
That is not the preferred site. The one that was preferred is the one 
that encompasses all of the red area. 

Mrs. Meyer. That is wrong. 

Mr. Lucxman. The one that is in red is designated as No. 4 and is 
the second choice. No. 10 would be dotted on to the left as you are 
looking at it, right at the end of the 10th Street Mall. 

Mr. Noten. I am glad to be corrected on that. The one to the west, 
then, embraces part of the so-called Plaza area shown in red on the 
plan and the area to the left which involves the 10th Street Mall, 
which is an integral part of the whole Southwest plan. Also involved 
is a site selected for a lease-purchase public building, which Public 
Buildings Service has authority now from Congress to proceed and 
accomplish. However, they have made no commitment so far as I 
know as yet. 

The site to the east, which is the second one, embraces all of the 
area shown in red or the so-called Plaza area and the specifications 
would permit, without modification, the auditorium to be located in 
that area, although I believe they would like to expand a bit to the 
east to include the green area which had been reserved for a semi- 
public use, I think, connected with the replacement of the school, the 
parochial school that lies in the path now of the expressway and 
which would be destroyed. So there are problems to be worked out. 
in the Southwest, too. 

I should point out one limiting factor that has to be reckoned with. 
Seventh and Ninth Streets are important means of access into the 
Southwest and they were designed to go under the Plaza. If thea 
requirements of the auditorium plans should interfere with that, we 
would have a very serious problem. I do not know that they would. 
So the impression I want to leave with you is that the site to the west 
does involve a reconsideration of some of the major premises on which 
the whole Southwest plan was based. The site to the east may or may 
not involve what appear to be minor modifications. However, it does 
embrace the whole of the area and would exclude, if the plan is carried 
out, the other commercial uses which were envisioned would be part 
and parcel of the Southwest plan. 

The area is restricted. I think Mrs. Meyer indicated in her state- 
ment that you have the Southwest expressway on the south, which 
cannot be moved and you have the warehouse and railroad on the 
north and on the west the 10th Street Mall, which has a complex of 
express roadways which would be a major problem to relocate and 
change. 

i Meyer. I call your attention, Mr. Chairman, that since Mr. 
Nolen and I have met we have had meetings with the people of the 
Planning Redevelopment Agency and other people in charge of the 
Southwest project and have come to that complete cooperation if we 
prefer site No. 3. 

Mr. Noten. I think what I want to make clear is that if those 
problems involve a change in the adopted plan as approved by the 
Commissioners, then we have to go back to the saseies of making 
the change, and on the west site iin are of major importance. I am 


sure Mrs. Meyer will agree with me on that, that the west site, which 
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involves the 10th Street approach, would require a very complete 
reconsideration. 

Representative Morrison. One question before we adjourn. How 
many alternate routes around Foggy Bottom are possible so it would 
not interfere with this Foggy Bottom site? 

Mr. Noten. We studied 3 or 4. I would say there were two basic 
routes and variations of the two. The one on 25th Street did not 
disturb—the latest study that we made on 25th Street would not dis- 
turb the Potomac Plaza development in any major way. 

Representative Morrison. Both of these alternate routes, in other 
words, would allow this project to be placed in Foggy Bottom; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Noten. That is right, if it proved from an engineering stand- 
point they were practical and could be undertaken. 

Representative Morrison. It would not affect the efficiency of the 
freeway or throughway ? 

Mr. Noten. The studies that we made seem to reveal that. They 
were exploratory. 

Representative Morrison. In other words, there are two possible 
alternates to get around the problem, if necessary ? 

Mr. Noten. Yes. 

Representative Mutter. If you take 1 of those 2 alternatives, then 
you would obviate the objection of one of the principal eee the 
George Washington University, to the presently proposed location. 

Mr. Noten. That is correct. 

Mrs. Meyer. The interests of the George Washington University 
are as much involved in the moving of the throughway as ours are. 
We are not the only ones. 

Representative Muurer. They would like to see it moved? 

Mr. Nouen. Yes. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Nolen, I have a group of questions that counsel 
for the Senate committee has prepared and I would like to ask them 
very quickly for your brief answers for the record. 

I notice that the act establishing the District of Columbia Audi- 
torium Commission authorizes the Commission to avail itself of the 
assistance and advice of the National Capital Planning Commission. 
Has the Auditorium Commission consulted with the National Plan- 
ning Commission 4 

Mr. Noten. Yes; it has. My testimony was certainly intended to 
bring out that we have had, I think, very profitable working relations. 

Senator Morse. M: any of your answers will be a reiter ation of what 
you already said, but I think it is needed to tie this down in the record 
in one place. 

Second: What has been the Planning Commission’s attitude in 
regard to this project ? 

Mr. Noten. It has been very constructive, I would say. We were 
trying to work out the problems. You see, the reason we get into 
these difficulties is not because of conflict of responsibilities so much 
as this tremendous competition for the use of land and to find ways 
to provide the facilities to accommodate these new and more intensive 
uses. Basically it is a city planning problem and it comes about 
everywhere. Whenever we touch a part of this central area, we find 
this competition and conflict for the use of land. 
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Senator Morse. And the Planning Commission’s attitude has been 
constructive, as you say, and also very sympathetic to the project? 

Mr. Noten. Oh, yes. 

Senator Morse. What specific action, if any, did the Planning Com- 
mission take in December 1956? 

Mr. Noten. That was the resolution that I read into the record at 
the beginning of my testimony. The essence of that was that there 
were no insuperable obstacles either in the Northwest building area or 
Southwest redevelopment area that could not be resolved. 

Senator Morse. In your opinion and from what you just said, there 
are no insuperable obstacles to working out the satisfactory solution 
of the problems presently existing at Foggy Bottom or presently 
existing in the southwest area ? 

Mr. Noten. That is the way it appears to the Commission. 

Senator Morsz, Does it appear to the Commission that those prob- 
lems can be worked out with respect to either project without mate- 
rially increasing the cost of one project over the other ? 

Mr. Noten. No. The Commission was not prepared to state or give 
a value on it, but the studies that were made did not indicate that there 
were any large figures involved. There might be more cost or less cost 
in one case or another. 

Senator Morse. Now when you spoke about this possible other plan 
along Rock Creek Park, did I understand that would not eliminate the 
difficulty with this Plaza Apartment House development ? 

Mr. Noten. The one along the waterfront would. 

Senator Morse. That would eliminate it ? 

Mr. Noten. That is right. The one that reverted back to the general 
location of the original approval of the Commission in 1954 would not. 
That was in line with 25th Street generally—in the line of 25th Street. 

Senator Morse. Assuming that we use the one along the waterfront, 
the alternate throughway along the waterfront, would we then find 
ourselves in difficulty with proponents of the Rock Creek Park area 
that it should remain inviolate of any throughway in that area? 

Mr. Noten. No; I don’t believe so. As I indicated, Mr. Wirth was 
a member of the committee that made a report on this and he was on 
there because he was the Director of the Park Service and could pass 
on that question. 

Senator Morse. The park area would still be preserved ? 

Mr. Noten. That is correct. There would be some minor use of the 
park area but, in general, the area would be opened up by reason of the 
elimination of buildings that now border that area. 

Senator Morse. In that sense, it would make it even more accessible ? 

Mr. Noten. In that sense, it would open up the bottom of the valley. 

Senator Morsz. I have no further questions. 

Are there any other questions ? 

If it meets with the pleasure of the committeee, we will stand in 
recess until tomorrow morning at 10 a. m. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the subcommittees recessed, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Friday, February 8, 1957.) 
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Untrep Srates SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Hearru, EpucaTIon, 
WELFARE, AND SAFETY OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON THE DistRIcT oF COLUMBIA, 
Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpeciaL Suscommirree To Srupy AND 
ForMULATE PLANs For A CIlvic AUDITORIUM AND 
Mass COMMUNICATIONS CENTER OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE DistRIcT Or COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittees met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room P-38, 
United States Capitol Building, Senator Morse presiding. 

Present: Senators Morse, Beall, and Clark; Representatives Morri- 
son, Kearns, and Broyhill. 

Also present: William P. Gulledge, counsel; Donald P. Feldman, 
assistant counsel, Senate committee; and Dixon Davis, of the House 
committee. 

Senator Morse. The hearing will come to order. 

The committee would like to have Mr. Nolen, Director of the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission, return to the stand for a minute 
or two. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN NOLEN, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


Senator Morsr. Mr. Nolen, yesterday in your testimony you re- 
ferred to the staff study of alternate routes. Would you supply the 
committee with a copy of those studies for the report or testify on 
them, whichever you prefer? 

Mr. Noten. I think I should make some explanation and extend my 
remarks of yesterday in the way of an explanation of these studies, 
because the Commission was very anxious that they not be misunder- 
stood. 

As the Planning Commission for Washington, it is our custom to 
use a technique which is absolutely essential to performing our func- 
tion, and that is to direct. the staff to explore all possible solutions 
when we have a dilemma such as we have in this area. We have com- 
petent technical people on the staff to do that. They are not a substi- 
tute for final engineering studies, of course, but they are exploratory 
and they are intended to reveal potential solutions w hen we have con- 
flicts such as we have here for the use of land. 

We made a series of studies. One I referred to was along the river 
and several others along 25th Street. We have those if you would 
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like to see them, if they would help the committee understand the prob- 
lem. They do not necessarily indicate positively a solution. 

Senator Morse. What form do they take? Are they descriptive or 
expository ? 

{r. Noten. They are small-scale drawings, They have been col- 
ored up to illustrate. They show the location of buildings and the 
relocation of the throughway. 

Senator Morse. Let me take a look at it first before I submit it to 
the committee for a ruling on it. 

Mr. Noten. There are four here labeled: “A”, which shows possibil- 
ities of a route along the river; “B”, which is a route along the line of 
25th Street requiring an underpass of the auditorium. 

Representative Broyum.. That is the alternative that would not 
disturb the Potomac Plaza. 

Mr. Noten. That is right. 

Senator Ciark. That is also acceptable to George Washington 
University ? 

Mr. Noten, Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. They will be marked for purposes of identification 
and made a part, of the record of this hearing. As exhibit 2 a chart 
showing an alternate route entitled “Auditorium Site Study A.” Ac- 
cording to Mr. Nolen’s testimony, exhibit 2 will refer to an alternate 
route along the river. It will be made a part of the record as iden- 
tified. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 2” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia. ) 

Senator Morse. There will be marked for purposes of identification 
as “Exhibit 3” and made a part of the record an additional chart en- 
titled “Auditorium Site Study B,”’ which shows an alternative route 
along the line of 25th Street without any interchange at E Street. 
Exhibit 3 will be made a part of the record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 3” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia. ) 

Senator Morse. There will be marked for purposes of identification 
as “Exhibit 4” an additional chart entitled “Auditorium Site Study 
©.” This chart shows an alternate route along the line of 25th Street 
with an interchange at E Street. 

Senator CrarK. And an underpass to the auditorium? 

Mr. Nowen. Yes. 

Senator Morse. The chart also shows an underpass to the audito- 
rium. Exhibit 4 will be made a part of the record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 4” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia.) 

Senator Morse. There will be marked for purposes of identification 
as “Exhibit 5” an additional chart entitled “Auditorium Site Study 
D,” which shows an alternate route just west of the line of 25th Street, 
with an underpass under the pines in front of the auditorium, but 
avoiding the main building. This chart will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 5” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia.) 








NATIONAL CIVIC AUDITORIUM 31 


Senator Morse. Go ahead, Mr. Nolen. 

Mr. Wixxgs. Senator, might I interrupt? My name is James C. 
Wilkes. I am an attorney. I represent the Potomac Plaza people. 
We have not had an opportunity to see these. May it be possible for 
these to be made available to us for examination ? 

Senator Morse. The Chair rules that all exhibits in the record of 
this hearing will be made available to all interested parties for study. 

Go ahead, Mr. Nolen. 

Mr. Nouen. Apropos of the question that has just been asked, the 
first study, study A, identified as “Exhibit 2,” I believe, is identical 
with or similar to a plan that was discussed with all of the parties 
of interest at the time of our December meeting. The other three 
studies have been developed since then following the making available 
to the Planning Commission’s staff of a site plan for the auditorium 
that had been developed by Pereira & Luckman. That was very help- 
ful to us in enabling us to understand their problem and to try to 
orient the routing or the rerouting of the west leg of the inner loop 
to the auditorium requirements. 

Now, as I indicated at the beginning, these are not engineering 
studies. They are small-scale sketches that illustrate the principles 
involved and presumably are a new type of thing which would become 
the basis for the further exploration of the practicality of the different 
schemes. 

I would like to point out that each of these studies does not only en- 
deavor to accommodate the auditorium, but to meet the other difficul- 
ties that are in the area, such as avoiding interference with the George 
Washington University plans, the difficulties which we anticipate 
would take place in the vicinity of Washington Circle, through the 
destruction of land-use plans around that area because of the inter- 
change requirements of the Route 240 connection. Some of them do 
not interfere with the Potomac Plaza at all. The Peoples Life In- 
surance property, which as I pointed out yesterday lies within the 
Government taking lines, it has been hard to accommodate, but sev- 
eral of these sketches indicate a substitute location which we have as- 
sumed and believe could be made available to them in exchange for the 
site they now own through the urban renewal procedure. 

Representative Broyuity. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at 
this moment ? 

Senator Morse. Congressman Broyhill. 

Representative BroyuHitt. Now, you suggested an alternate location 
for the Peoples Life Insurance Co. As I understood yesterday, the 
boundary lines suggested by the auditorium commission were flexible. 
They were just a general area and that those plans could be adjusted. 
Is that right, Mrs. Meyer ? 

Mrs. Meyer. They are definitely outlined now. 

Representative Broyutiu. I know they are outlined on the map, but 
they are flexible, aren’t they? You suggest the Peoples Life Insur- 
ance Co. move those lines for the auditorium. Those lines for the 
auditorium could be adjusted also; could they not ? 

Mrs. Meyer. Everything can be talked over, Mr. Broyhill. You 
would have been in touch with all of these things if you had attended 
any more meetings, Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr. Noten. Let me see if I can illustrate what I believe you are 
thinking about. The auditorium is an integrated unit. It is really 
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one structure, but it has many different types of facilities. There is a 
list in their report of some 10 different major facilities all related one 
to the other. 

Now, the shape of the building which the architects have drawn is 
this. That is what we are given in outline. We tried to accommo- 
date the routing of a west leg and the other land use relationships in 
the area to that. 

It was suggested, and I believe General Lane suggested at our last 
meeting last week, that we see if we could not take those units apart 
and rearrange them. We tried to rearrange them on the basis of the 
present routing of the west leg, and we found that that was not prac- 
tical. That resulted in a long and attenuated ensemble of buildings, 
and in any case it would require a major shifting of the location of 
the west leg. 

I have that study here and I will be glad to show it to you if you 
are interested, but 1t was not conclusive of a solution in that direction. 

Now, we did this same thing for the Southwest. I have an overlay 
here that we can put on the Southwest area plan if you are interested 
in seeing what the impact is on that area. 

I think I indicated yesterday that 7th and 9th Streets will have to 
underpass that area, just as the freeway underpasses here. The prob- 
lem is roughly the same, I would say. Of course, in that case you 
have got 2 streets of 90-foot width and here you would have a free- 
way of as much as this all in one location. 

enator CrarK. Could I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Morse. Senator Clark. 

Senator CrarK. Mr. Nolen, do you have any rough idea of the rela- 
tive cost of these various suggestions ? 

Mr. Noten. There was a rough estimate made by the Highway De- 
partment of the river route. It was submitted to the Planning Com- 
mission at its December meeting. 

Senator Morsr. That refers now to the chart before you, which is 
exhibit 2. 

Mr. Noren. That is correct, sir, something quite similar to it. 
However, the estimate was on a comparable basis with the approved 
group and did include an interchange at E Street, which required 
more taking of land of the Potomac Plaza than is shown on exhibit 2. 
However, for comparable purposes, it was about a $4 million difference 
out of a $52 million cost for the west leg from the Constitution Avenue 
Bridge on up to, I believe, Massachusetts Avenue. 

Senator Ctark. Which was the more expensive by $4 million ? 

Mr. Noten. The route along the river and the Rock Creek and 
Potomac Parkway. 

Senator CiarKk. The changed route. 

Mr. Noten. The changed route. However, as I recall, $4 million 
of that difference, which was the difference, was due to a feature of 
the plan which we have since obviated at the crossing of Pennsylvania 
Avenue, requiring the relocation of one of the very large sewers in 
that area. This new plan which we have now, which provides for 
a complete interchange with Route 240, not at Washington Circle but 
in the vicinity of 27th Street, is so designed as not to require the 
relocation of that sewer. So I think that merely points out the im- 
portance of having engineering studies, which I know General Lane 
has felt very strongly about, before you can reach a real conclusion. 
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Senator Crarx. I appreciate that. I just wondered whether from 
your experience you could be pretty sure that some one of these routes 
would be a good deal more costly than the others. 

Mr. Nouen. I don’t think there would be any great difference in 
cost. That is my own feeling about it. If there is a constructive ap- 
proach to it, I believe it can be worked out. That is my own personal 
opinion. 

Senator Crark. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Morse. Is that all you sare to say about these charts, Mr. 
Nolen ? 

Mr. Noten. Yes. 

Senator Morsr. Do you have any additional comment to make over 
and above what you said yesterday about the action of the Planning 
Commission in December 1956 ? 

Mr. Noten. No, except that I received a call from Mr. Owen this 
morning saying he was ill—in fact, he was not well yesterday—and that 
he could not be here this morning. He asked me to say anything on 
behalf of the committee that you might want. 

There was a committee report submitted at our December meet- 
ing and a dissenting report by General Lane. It goes into consider- 
able detail on the merits of each of these efforts that we made to find 
a solution “ss the problem. If it is germane to the committee’s inter- 
est, they are available of course. 

Senator Meusis Well, if we decide subsequently that we would like 
to read those reports, we will call on the committee for them. 

Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 


TRIBUTE TO HECTOR M. M’LEAN 


Senator Morsr. Now we will take a very brief interlude as far as 
the official hearing on the project is concerned while Senator Beall 
presents to the joint committee an entirely different matter that he 
has. 

Senator Beaty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, this morning I read in the Post about the untimely 
death of Hector M. McLean, the reporter for the Evening Star. I 
am sure that we on the Hill have known Mr. McLean for a number 
of years since he has been here, and it is very sad to think of a young 
man, 38 years old, dying of a heart attack. 

We know him, particularly we on the District of Columbia Com- 
mittee, as a young man, a very able, capable reporter. Particularly 
did we know him for his f: uirness, his accuracy, and his truthfulness 
in reporting. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that while this joint com- 
mitte is in session that we notify his family of our deep regrets of his 
untimely passing, if I may m: ike that suggestion. 

Senator Morse. Senator Beall has moved that an appropriate reso- 
lution be drafted by the committee for transmittal to the family of 
Hector McLean expressing the very deep sympathy of all members of 
the joint committee for his untimely passing. 

Are there any comments ¢ 

The Chair only wishes to say that Mr. McLean worked with him 
very closely in recent years on a great many District of Columbia 
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issues, and I do not know how a reporter could be more competent 
than Mr. McLean was. For example, we worked very closely to- 
gether on the very complicated Capital Transit case, to which he 
devoted hours and hours of work far beyond the line of duty. 

The chairman wishes to say that he cannot express his sadness 
over this great loss not only to the committee but to newspaperdom 
in the District and the loss also of a man whom we consider to be a 
very close personal friend. 

Are there any other comments ? 

Now, it is to be considered that the proposal of Senator Beall is 
unanimously passed. 

Senator Morse. The next witness will be Mr. David E. Finley, Chair- 
man of the Fine Arts Commission. Mr. Finley. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID E. FINLEY, CHAIRMAN, FINE ARTS 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Finer. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to have the opportunity 
of saying a word, on behalf of the Commission of Fine Arts, about 
the Auditorium Commission’s report for a cultural center in Wash- 
ington. 

he Commission has made a splendid report and one that I am glad 
to indorse in every respect. The report is both comprehensive and 
practical. If carried out, it would provide the facilities we need and 
which are so sadly lacking in this, one of the great capital cities of 
the world. 

We need most of all a handsome auditorium or opera house where 
opera, ballet, and symphonic music can be performed. We need also 
a great hall for indoor meetings and functions such as we have fre- 
quently in Washington and for which no adequate building is avail- 
able. A theater and other facilities recommended in this report are 
also needed, and I hope some way may be found of providing for them 
to be built without too much delay. 

This project is one that has the strong and unqualified endorse- 
ment of the Commission of Fine Arts. In a report which the Com- 
mission made to the President in 1953, we recommended the estab- 
lishment of a music center in Washington in which opera, ballet, and 
symphony concerts could be performed. We considered such an un- 
dertaking as of national, not merely local, importance. We also felt 
that assistance given by the Federal Government in providing a site 
or helping in other ways would be justified because it would be possi- 
ble for people in all parts of the country to enjoy the performances 
by means of radio and television. We believe that the performing 
arts should be adequately housed here in Washington. We have sup- 
ported the legislation that established the Auditorium Commission in 
the 84th Congress and have conferred with members of the Commis- 
sion on several occasions during the course of their study, preceding 
the making of their report. 

The problems involving the choice of a suitable site and the method 
of financing the project do not directly involve action by the Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts. We do believe that the site should be accessible, 
that it should provide adequate parking and that it should be chosen 
with due regard to the aesthetic factors involved in an undertaking 
of such great importance to the city and the Nation. 
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I don’t wish to express any preference for sites, Mr. Chairman, but 
I would like to interject here that I think a handsome site, of course, 
would be provided in the Foggy Bottom area in the event that the 
west leg of the freeway could be moved slightly to the west, and, also, 
of course, the Southwest area provides handsome sites, if we take into 
consideration the railroad tracks. I don’t think the center should be 
placed too near the railroad tracks. We have open tracks of trains 
going by, and it seems to me that the noise and the vibration would 
be detrimental to music performance, but I understand that does not 
prevail if site No. 3 is chosen, but would if some of the other sites are 
chosen too near the railroad tracks. They could be put underground, 
of course, I don’t know at whose expense, but that 1s something that 
would improve the whole situation. 

The Commission of Fine Arts will be happy to advise as to the de- 
sign and decoration of the various structures, when they are later 
brought to us for advice. I hope that may be soon and that favorable 
action may be taken in the near future by the committees of the Senate 
and House and by the Congress on this well-thought out and imagina- 
tive report of the Auditorium Commission. I feel that we owe a debt 
of gratitude to Mrs, Meyer and the members of the Commission for the 
work they have done on our behalf. 

Senator Morsr. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions ? 

Representative Morrison. No questions. 

Representative BroyHity. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciark. No questions. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. We are glad to have your 
statement. 

Is Gen. U. S. Grant ITI, president, American Planning and Civic 
Associations, and former Chairman, National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, present ? 

Is Mrs. R. I. C. Prout here ? 

Srarr. Mrs. Prout had to go to a meeting, but she is going to submit 
a statement. 

Senator Morssr. Mr. Remon. Mr. John Remon, Chairman, District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN REMON, CHAIRMAN, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY 


Senator Morse. Mr. Remon, you may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Remon. Good morning, gentlemen. My name is John A. 
Remon. I am Chairman of the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency, and I am very grateful for this opportunity to appear 
before this joint session of the Senate and House of Representatives 
District of Columbia Committees on the report of the Auditorium 
Commission. 

First, I would like to pay tribute on behalf of our Agency to the 
very fine report presented to you by Mrs. Meyer and her very able 
colleagues. It is a brilliant presentation and represents a high order 
of skill and thought. I feel sure that it will be a milestone in the 
development of our Capital City. 
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Our Agency looks forward to participating with the Commission 
in the reservation of a site for the proposed national cultural center. 
The three general locations recommended by the Commission for all 
in areas which have been designated by the National Capital Planning 
Commission and the District of Columbia Commissioners for either 
urban renewal surveys or urban renewal projects. Our Agency stands 
ready to assist the Commission in the assembly of land for the site 
and in the charging off of that portion of the land cost which is 
attributable to slum clearance. 

Of the three sites proposed, two are in the Southwest area where 
we are now acquiring land for slum clearance and redevelopment. 
Both the proposed Southwest sites are located in urban renewal proj- 
ect area C. I may say, therefore, that we are actually at work and have 
funds on hand for the acquisition of both of the Southwest sites. 

I might say that we have—I think it is three and a half million 
dollars available for the purchase of this land, and we are actually 
purchasing at the present time. 

The east site in the Southwest area is identical to the plaza area set 

forth in the urban renewal plan. This area, which consists of 20 acres, 
is designated in the plan for “special cultural, entertainment, com- 
munications, and tourist facilities” and uses appropriate to the Na- 
tional Capital. The east site, therefore, is in complete conformity with 
the redevelopment plan adopted by the National Capital Planning 
Commission, approved by the District of Columbia Commissioners, 
and now being executed by our Agency. I think the final approval of 
that plan was on April 4, 1956. 
__ In developing this use we employed a consultant who gave us sug- 
gestions as to the character of development most suitable for this 
plaza area. Iam pleased to submit for the record a copy of the report 
made to us by Mr. T. W. Wilson, Jr. You will find that these rec- 
ommendations are in complete harmony with the recommendations of 
the Auditorium Commission. 

Senator Morsr.. Do you have that in front of you? 

Mr. Remon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. There will be marked for purposes of identification 
as exhibit 6 and introduced into the record of this hearing a report 
entitled “Preliminary Report of the Proposed Land Use for the 
Plaza in the Southwest Development Area, submitted by John R. 
Searles and T. W. Wilson, Jr.” It will be received in the record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 6” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. ) 

Mr. Remon. I should point out, however, that at the time of adop- 
tion and approval of the urban renewal plan for the project and the 
submission of Mr. Wilson’s report, the recommendations of the Audi- 
torium Commission with respect to the complex of buildings to be 
included in the National Cultural Center were not known. It is pos- 
sible, therefore, that the plaza area designated in the plan may not 
be sufficient in size for all the buildings proposed by the Auditorium 
Commission. I note that this is brought out in the discussion in the 
Auditorium Commission report of suitable location No. 2. 

Suitable location No. 3 is also in project area C but would require a 
modification of the urban renewal plan, and I feel confident that if 
the proposed plaza area is not adequate for the complex of buildings 
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in the National Cultural Center that the site can be adjusted or moved 
to provide in the Southwest area a completely suitable location. The 
principal immediate problem with respect to suitable location No. 3 
is that it appears to be astride the 10th Street Mall. From the con- 
ception of planning of this area in early 1952 a major entrance to the 
Southwest at 10th Street was considered essential. The railroad tracks 
constitute a major barrier between the Southwest and the rest of 
Washington. Tenth Street is the only section where the grade permits 
© major “esplan: ade entrance over the tracks approximately on grade. 
It would be unfortunate if the tremendous advantages of the 10th 
Street Mall were to be lost. I firmly believe that the Southwest can 
provide a fine site for the National Cultural Center and can preserve 
10th Street. 

The specifications for project area C adopted by the Planning 
Commission and approved by the Commissioners indicate that— 
10th Street shall be developed appropriate to its planned purpose of being a 
principal entrance to the Southwest area. It shall be designed and improved so 


as to provide access to and from the plaza as well as to portions of Southwest 
Washington south of the expressway in the vicinity of the overlook. 


In order to arrange for the rebuilding of the residential and com- 
mercial sections of the urban renewal area our Agency signed an 
agreement with the firm of Webb & Knapp under which the firm agreed 
to make planning studies relative to the reuse of the area and if a 
satisfactory plan could be developed for the area they should submit 
a proposal for 50 percent of the land to. be used for private purposes, 
namely, residential or retail uses. The firm has set up a staff in the 


city and has participated with the staff of the Planning Commission, 
District Commissioners, and our Agency in the development of the 
plan which is now being carried out. A condition of this firm’s par- 
ticipation was an agr eement by our Agency to further in any way 
possible the development of a major esplanade entrance to the South- 
west at 10th Street. The rendering of the proposed development of 
the Southwest area which Mr. Searles is holding illustrates the im- 
portance of this street to the overall development of Southwest. 

John, if you will be good enough to point it out. 

Senator Morse. Would you point it out to us again? 

Mr. Srarzes. These are the railroad tracks. 

Senator Ciark. I am not clear whether that is the west or the east 
site, 

Mr. Srates. The site shown here, sir, is the east site. The west site 
would be about like this. 

Mr. Ramon. As I stated above, however, I am confident that a suit- 
able site for the National Cultural Center can be worked out in the 
Southwest. It would be my recommendation that further and more 
detailed studies of this problem be undertaken as soon as possible 
with respresentatives of your committees, the Commission, and of 
the local agencies involved, including the National Capital Planning 
Commission, the District Commissioners, and our Agency. I also 
believe that conferences between the principal architects of the Audi- 
torium Commission and our redeveloper, Webb & Knapp, would prove 
most fruitful in reaching a solution. 

As no urban renewal plan has been prepared for the Foggy Bottom 
area I have no comment with respect to that site. Mr. John Searles, 
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our Executive Director and Secretary, is present with me. If there 
are any questions as to my statement, either he or I would be pleased 
to try to answer them. 

Senator Morse. Congressman Morrison. 

Representative Morrison. No questions. 

Representative Broyuiiu. No questions. 

Senator Morsr. We are glad to have your statement. Thank you 
very much. 

I have one question. Has your Commission given any consideration 
to the cost and engineering feasibility of putting those railroad tracks 
underground ¢ 

Mr. Remon. Yes, sir; it is a very expensive job, but some day I 
think it will be done. It is very expensive. I don't remember what 
the estimate was, John, do you ? 

Mr. Seartes. Excuse me. I didn’t hear the question. 

Mr. Remon. What would be the cost of putting the tracks under- 
ground ? 

Mr. Srartes. I believe the cost varies as to how far they are going 
to go underground. About $7 million for a short distance, up to 
about—estimates of about $100 million from all of the way to where 
they come out of the tunnel over in Washington. 

Mr. Remon. The $100 million is the figure I had in mind to really 
do the job and do it right. 

Representative Kearns. That isa lot of money. 

Mr. Remon. We thought so. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. 

I want to say to the staff whenever General Grant or Mrs. Prout 
arrive, I will call them as soon as possible. 

Mr. Searles, do you have anything to add to what Mr. Remon has 
said ¢ 

Mr. Seartes. Only, sir, I had the pleasure of going over the area 
yesterday with Mrs. Meyer and Mr. Luckman, and I would like to 
very much endorse the idea. I do feel confident that a site can be 
worked out in the Southwest. There are a lot of possibilities for 
adjustment there that appear, as far as Mrs. Meyer was concerned, 
and certainly very much as far as we are cobionelll if the other agen- 
cies would agree, that a solution could be reached there if that is the 
decision finally agreed upon. 

Representative Kearns. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Congressman Kearns. 

Representative Kearns. What would the cost of the land be to the 
Commission ? 

Senator Morsr. The question is, What would the cost of the land 
be to the Commission? Can you answer that, Mr. Searles, or Mr. 
Remon ? 

Mr. Seares. The cost of the land to the Commission, I believe, 
would be whatever you determine it to be, sir. Our act under which 
we acquire this property requires that we make it available for the 
site of cleared land. In other words, we write off the old and make 
it available as cleared land. That is the way the Housing Act, title I 
of the Housing Act of 1954, reads. 

Now, if you were to decide that the land were to be given without 
charge to the Auditorium Commission as the Government’s contri- 
bution to that. An appropriation, I presume, could be made to us 








NATIONAL CIVIC AUDITORIUM 39 


for that amount, or some amendment to the Housing Act would per- 
mit us to write it down to nothing. 

Representative Kearns. What is the present assessed evaluation? 

Mr. Seartes, The present assessed evaluation, I believe, is around 
two and a half million, and probably represents five or six million 
dollars cost to our agency. 

Senator Morse. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Remon. Mr. Chairman, could I make one statement? 

It seems to me that the Southwest solution is a real solution of 
the whole problem. It eliminates a lot of the difficulties of the Inner 
Loop, which hasn’t been settled as yet, and eliminates a lot of dif- 
ficulties with other developers, the Potomac Plaza Co., particularly. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Remon, do you want the committee to under- 
stand, then, that you are opposed to the Foggy Bottom site? 

Mr. Remon. No. 

Senator Cuiark. Then I don’t understand your last statement. 

Mr. Remon. My first choice and my real solution is Southwest, and 
on that basis I would be opposed to Foggy Bottom. 

Senator CLark. You were so careful in your prepared statement 
not to take a position I wondered if you had changed your mind. 

Mr. Remon. I haven’t changed my mind at all. 

Senator Morse. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Royce F. Ward, vice president, Potomac Plaza Corp. 


STATEMENT OF ROYCE F. WARD, VICE PRESIDENT, POTOMAC 
PLAZA CORP. 


Mr. Warp. I have a statement here which I would like to read, but 
prior to doing that I would like to suggest that the minority report 
of General Lane that was prepared for the December meeting of the 
National Planning Commission, which is a public document and I 
have it here, be made a part of the record. I believe it would be very 
helpful to you gentlemen in determining the facts and the problems 
involved in the case. I will be happy to read it. Ihave one copy. 

Senator Morsr. There will be marked for the purposes of identifi- 
‘ation as “Exhibit 7” and incorporated in the record of this hearing 
a document entitled “National Capital Planning Commission Dis- 
senting Committee Report on West Leg of Inner Loop,” signed by 
T. A. Lane, brigadier general, United States Army Engineer Com- 
missioner, District of Columbia, and it will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit No. 7” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia.) 

Mr. Warp. Would it be possible for me to read the conclusions in 
the final paragraph ? 

Senator Morse. You may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Warp. Gentlemen, I would like to read for the record the latter 
part of General Lane’s dissenting opinion. It starts on page 3, para- 
graph 2, headed “Discussion.” Prior to this it reviews the problem 
involved in connection with the Inner Loop Parkway, and this is the 
discussion that entered into it. 


An alternate route along the east side of the Rock Creek and Potomac Park- 
way was selected by this committee as the best alternate location which could 
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be proposed within the limits of time and staff available. The selection is based 
upon the planimetric map. It is not practicable with the staff available to the 
Commission or the Highway Department to make a detailed location and engi- 
neering analysis comparable to that made by the consultant for the presently 
approved west leg. No profiles have been made, grades have not been established, 
and it has not been practicable to make surveys of existing utilities to deter- 
mine the relocation of such facilities which would be required by this freeway 
route. 

At its northern end, this alternate moves west of 21st Street into an area 
which was avoided by the District consultant after a careful survey of the 
embassies and other institutional buildings in the sector. The center line of 
the proposed route passes through the Indian Embassy and between Anderson 
House and the Fairfax Hotel. The space between these latter buildings is not 
sufficient to accommodate the freeway without taking all or a part of one or 
both of these buildings. 

In order to enable traffic from the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge to approach 
the State and Interior Departments with right-turning movements, it will be 
essential to have good connections to E Street. This plan lacks such connections 
and it is not apparent that they can be provided without damage to the suggested 
auditorium site. 

The question of cost of this alternate route can only be determined after engi- 
neering and estimated similar to that performed by the consultant for the pres- 
ently approved west leg has been accomplished. Our staff has made some route 
estimates of the cost of the alternate location. The basis for estimating is so 
general, and the engineering data available is so inadequate, that it is recog- 
nized that a more thorough study might greatly change these estimates. These 
estimates are not therefore an adequate basis for making a decision on the rela- 
tive merits of the two routes. 

It is recognized that the Auditorium Commission desires to make an early 
report to the Congress on the selection of a site for the auditorium. However, 
the Planning Commission is not informed of the detailed requirements for the 
auditorium site and it is therefore in no position to make a comparison of the 
sites being considered. It cannot assess in the first instance whether the develop- 
ment of a site in the Foggy Bottom area requires a change in the present location 
of the inner loop or what expense would be warranted in order to make such 
a change. In this circumstance it appears that action of the Planning Com- 
mission to initiate a change in the approved location of the west leg of the 
inner loop in order to serve an uncertain need of the Auditorium Commission 
would be precipitate and unwise. If the Auditorium Commission recommends, 
and the Congress approves, an auditorium site in the Foggy Bottom area, this 
decision of the Congress would require the District Commissioners either to 
relocate the west leg of the inner loop or to develop design features which would 
not conflict with the site requirements of the Auditorium Commission. Such a 
decision by. the Auditorium Commission and its approval by Congress is at the 
present time so uncertain that it does not warrant a decision to relocate the 
west leg. 

The construction of a major facility such as the inner loop highway involves 
a long train of related activities which must be closely coordinated if timely, 
efficient, and economical construction is to be achieved. The Planning Commis- 
sion first approved the general concept and approximate location of the inner 
loop in 1950. Pursuant to this approval the District government retained a 
nationally known consultant to recommend the detailed location and general 
features of the inner loop system. The consultant’s report was prepared over 
a period of 18 months at a cost to the District of Columbia of $235,000. The 
Planning Commission approved the location of the west leg of the inner loop 
recommended by this consultant, after considering alternate routes for this 
facility and hearing a direct oral presentation by the consultant. 

The next step in the process is for the District of Columbia to complete the 
detailed engineering design of the project and to acquire the land and other 
rights required for construction of the facility. The District of Columbia 
Highway Department requested funds for land acquisition in its 1958 budget. 

If the Planning Commission is now to consider the relocation of this west 
leg of the inner loop, it should request the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to extend the consultant’s contract to include a study of an alternate 
route or alternate routes which the Commission may desire to have explored. 
Upon the completion of such a study, the Commission might be in a position 
to determine whether a change in the location of the west leg of the inner loop 
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is desirable. It is estimated that it would take 6 months to contract for and 
receive such a study. Pending its completion the District of Columbia would 
necessarily suspend all design on the presently approved route and, further, 
would be forced to defer a request for land acquisition funds in this sector until 
the question of relocation is settled. This would apparently defer the appropri- 
ation of funds for this purpose until the 2d session of the 85th Congress. 


3. CONCLUSION 


It appears from analysis of all of the facts presented to this Committee that 
the presently approved location of the west leg of the inner loop has been care- 
fully selected so as to serve all the needs of the community in this area, that 
it is practicable to achieve the sound development of private and other public 
facilities in this area in harmony with the present location of this route, and 
that the considerations presented to this Committee do not warrant a reversal 
of the Commission action taken in December of 1955 approving the west leg of 
the inner loop. 

All decisions of the Commisson should be open to reconsideration upon 2 
showing of a probable need for change. However, the programing of major 
capital outlay expenditures cannot be predicated upon changing basic plans. 
It is the obligation of this Commission to weigh carefully, to decide wisely, and 
to adhere firmly ; and the third obligation is no less vital than the other two. In 
this instance it does not appear that the objections made to the approved loca- 
tion of the west leg of the inner loop warrant a restudy of the route and the 
delay to the development program which would be entailed. 

T. A. LANE, 
Brigadier General, United States Army, Engineer Commissioner, Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Senator CLark. Mr. Chairman, would you permit an interruption ? 

Senator Morsr. Senator Clark. 

Senator CiarkK. Mr. Ward, this is a question born of ignorance. I 
understand that is a dissenting opinion. 

Mr. Warp. That is what I understand, sir. 

Senator CLark. Of what group? 

Mr. Warp. Of the Planning Commission. It is the opinion that 
was referred to by Mr. Nolen in his previous testimony. 

Senator CLarx. And Mr. Nolen’s testimony presented the majority 
view. 

Mr. Warp. That is right. 

Senator CLark. Was General Lane alone or did anybody join in the 
dissent ? 

Mr. Warp. I am sorry. That is a minority opinion of a subcom- 
mittee of the Planning Commission. 

Senator Cuiark. I see, and did anyone join in General Lane’s 
dissent ? 

Mr. Warp. I believe you would have to ask Mr. Nolen. 

Mr. Noten. No, sir. That was a report signed by him alone. 

I did not present the majority report. I referred to it and said it 
would be made available to the committee. I did not present it or 
even summarize it. 

Senator Morse. The Chair was just about to clear the record on this 
matter. 

In view of the fact that the minority report has been made an ex- 
hibit in the record, the Chair, on behalf of the committee, unless there 
are objections, requests Mr. Nolen to supply the committee with the 
majority report to = marked for purposes of identification in this 
record as exhibit 8. The document is identified as the majority 
report of the subcommittee of the National Planning Commission 
dealing with the west leg of the inner loop, and it will be so identified. 
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(The document referred to was marked as “Exhibit No. 8” and will 
be found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia. ) 

Senator CuarK. Could we have General Lane identified? I apolo- 
gize again for my ignorance. 

Mr. Warp. General Lane is the Engineer Commissioner for the 
District of Columbia and by virtue of such is a member of the Plan- 
ning Commission. 

Senator CLark. And does he come from the Army Engineer Corps? 

Mr. Warp. He comes from the Army Engineer Corps. That is 
right, sir. 

Senator Morsg. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Morse. You may proceed. 

Mr. Nolen, be sure and supply me with a copy of exhibit 8. 

Mr. Noten. Yes, I will, sir. I have one right here. 

May I make one very short statement? Many of the points that 
were raised in General Lane’s dissenting report have since been met 
in the subsequent studies which I presented to the committee here 
early this morning, not all of them but many of them. 

Senator Morse. If you will permit the Chair to say it is your con- 
tention that they have. 

Mr. Noten. I stand corrected, sir. 

Mr. Warp. It is my understanding neither of the reports have been 
accepted by the Planning Commission because they have taken no 
action in reference to the change in the highway location. 

Mr. Noten. That is right. The motion I presented yesterday was 
in substitution of acceptance of these two reports. 

Senator CiarK. Could you identify who signed the majority report ? 

Mr. Noten. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morse. Would you give it to me and I will help Senator 
Clark with that? I would like to have it in front of me so I can 
properly identify it and we will keep our record straight, and it will 
cover Senator Clark’s point when I identify it. 

There will be marked for purposes of identification as “exhibit 8” 
in this record and made a part of the record a report entitled “National 
Capital Planning Commission Report of the Deusitanine Commit- 
tee on the West Leg of the Inner Loop,” appendix A, December 12-13, 
1956, meeting, signed by Messrs. Owen, McConihe, and Wirth, and 
General Lane submitting a dissenting opinion. 

Does that cover your question ? 

Senator Ciark. Yes. 

Mr. Warp. I would like to say, gentlemen, before submitting my 
statement, that we have never seen any of the studies presented here 
today by Mr. Nolen. So to be very frank, I don’t know how they 
affect the project we have planned. We have been told in general at 
Planning Commission meetings what they had in mind, and by moving 
the west leg along some of the suggestions that have been made would 
very seriously hinder the completion of our project. 

Gentlemen, we have taken note that the Auditorium Commission in 
its report to Congress has expressed a first preference for that area 
along the Potomac River, commonly referred to as Foggy Bottom, for 
the site location of the proposed auditorium and cultural center. The 
Commission’s report indicates that, before this site may be made 
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available, the proposed west leg of the inner loop highway must be 
relocated to the westward from its presently planned location, pre- 
viously approved in December of 1955, by both the District Highway 
Department and the National Capital Planning Commission. We 
wish to bring to your attention the present status of our plans for 
Potomac Plaza, since any relocation of the highway to the west will 
materially affect the plans for current and future development by 
this corporation of the 10 acres of land in Foggy Bottom owned by 
the Washington Gas Light Co. 

Accordingly, we are taking the liberty of enclosing herewith descrip- 
tive material and photographs, together with an analysis of possible 
tax benefits accruing to the District should our development go for- 
ward as contemplated. The Potomac Plaza project is indeed a very 
real project — one that has been taking material form and sha 
since 1952. We respectfully and earnestly urge, therefore, that in 
your study of the Commission’s report and of possible auditorium 
sites you give consideration to Potomac Plaza, its plans, and its prob- 
lems. We strongly feel that Potomac Plaza Center as sauiaitele will 
prove a distinct and tangible asset to the District of Columbia. 

In closing, we would like to point out that we, of course, do not 
oppose in any sense of the word the proposed auditorium or cultural 
center. Indeed, we feel that the addition of an auditorium to the 
District of Columbia would be of immeasurable benefit, and we look 
forward to its becoming a reality. We sincerely trust, however, that 
its fulfillment may proceed in harmony with currently existing and 
proposed private development whose character will also be of benefit 
to the city. 

I would like, gentlemen, with your permission to read just a short 
description of what we have planned, and I will be glad to answer any 
questions you might have. 

The Potomac Plaza project is located on 10 acres of land, formerly 
occupied by the Washington Gas Light Co., and bounded by 24th 
Street, N Street, Virginia Avenue, Potomac River Parkway, F Street, 
New Hampshire Avenue, and G Street. After the termination of 
the gas light company’s operation in 1948, the land was unused. In 
1952 the Hegeman-Harris Co., of New York City, builders of Rocke- 
feller Center, became interested in the development of the site along 
the lines of Rockefeller Center in New York. At that time, their 
plans were discussed with the District Commissioners and, not only 
received the Commission’s approval but also their enthusiastic sup- 
port, since the development contemplated would add approximately 
$100 million to the tax rolls of the District, with the sorely needed 
revenue derived therefrom. 

To finance a project of this magnitude requires a considerable 
amount of capital and a great deal of enthusiasm and effort on the 
part of the developers. After 2 years of planning and study as to 
the best uses of the land in keeping with its location, Potomac Plaza 
Center was planned with a luxury hotel, along the Potomac River, 
deluxe apartments, office, and medical buildings. 

The enclosed print shows the similarity between the layout of 
Potomac Plaza and the layout of Rockefeller Center. However, in 
Potomac Plaza underground parking is provided for 5,000 cars under 
the entire area of block A and B, in addition to the parking under the 
apartment and medical and office buildings. 
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With the completion of these plans, the support of the American 
Securities Corp. in New York, an outstanding group of investment 
bankers, was able to furnish the equity financing necessary to the 
project. Accordingly, in June of 1955, purchase was made of the first 
section of the tract for the development of the Potomac Plaza Apart- 
ments, the Medical and Office Building, on the block bounded by 24th 
Street, H Street, New Hampshire Avenue, and Virginia Avenue. The 
first building now under construction is a 274-unit apartment being 
sold on a cooperative basis. This building is at the present time 96 
percent sold. I might add we are just finishing the roof on it now. 

Mortgage financing has been arranged through the Equitable Life 
Assurance Society of New York City and mortgage financing has been 
tentatively completed with them for the medical and the general office 
building on the same block, with construction to start sometime this 
summer. Negotiations are also underway for the development of the 
hotel shown on block A. In addition, preliminary plans have been 
developed for the deluxe apartment building along the Potomac River. 


COMMUNITY SUPPORT AND TAX RETURN TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Potomac Plaza project has received wholehearted support from 
all of the major civic groups, such as the Board of Trade and the 
Federal City Council. On December 5, 1956, Mr. Phillip M. Talbott, 

resident of the Washington Board of Trade, appeared before the 
lanning Commission and protested against any relocation of the 
west leg of the inner loop highway, which would affect the construc- 
tion of Potomac Plaza project as planned. The Washington news- 
papers have also editorially supported the Potomac Plaza development. 
he board of trade prepared an analysis of the anticipated tax 
benefits to the District of Columbia and a copy is made a part of this 
brochure. The real-estate taxes alone will give an estimated $1,250,000 
a year to the District of Columbia. In addition, the board of trade 
estimates that the personal income tax to be paid to the District of 
Columbia by the residents of the apartment building now under con- 
struction, the proposed luxury apartment building and by those em- 
ployed in the medical and office buildings, who would likely reside 
within the District of Columbia, would be in excess of $325,000 a year. 
The 1,000-room hotel, if its occupancy rates correspond with that of 
other hotels in the District, would return some $90,000 in taxes in room 
rentals alone. Additional estimates with respect to corporate tax, 
unincorporated income tax, personal property tax, sales tax, alcoholic 
beverage tax, and miscellaneous fees could also be developed. All of 
these will make an impressive figure, with the total yearly tax return 
to the District from Potomac Plaza, and the Peoples Life development, 
in excess of $2 million a year. 


EFFECT ON POTOMAC PLAZA PROJECT OF AUDITORIUM IN FOGGY BOTTOM 


The District officials, cognizant of our plans for the Potomac Plaza 
development and mindful of its tax advantages, planned the west leg 
of the inner loop highway in accordance with studies by the highway 
consultants, De Lew, Cather & Co., to bypass the Potomac Plaza site. 
In November 1955, at. hearings before the Planning Commission, the 
location, as recommended by the planning consultants, was approved. 
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Based upon this decision of the Planning Commission, Potomac Plaza 
proceeded with its final plans and construction on the Potomac Plaza 
Apartments. Further obligations were incurred in the development 
of the balance of plans for the area. In November 1956, we were 
advised that the Auditorium Commission was giving consideration to 
the location of the proposad auditorium directly south of the Potomac 
Plaza project. This location, we were further advised by the Plan- 
ning Commission, would require a change in the previously approved 
route of the west leg of the inner loop highway. Subsequent con- 
ferences with planning officials indicated that. should the west leg of 
the inner loop highway be changed, it would bisect the area shown on 
the enclosed plot plan, designated “A.” Such a location for the high- 
way would preclude the construction of the hotel, two office buildings, 
and the deluxe apartment, with the attendant tax loss to the District. 

We are not opposed to the auditorium as such, since we sincerely be- 
lieve that such a cultural center will be of great benefit to the Nation’s 
Capital. However, we are opposed to the location of this cultural 
center in Foggy Bottom if it precludes the construction of Peoples 
Life and Potomac Plaza developments. 

I might add, gentlemen, that this property, as you see, laid idle from 
1948 to 1952, when Mr. Harris had the vision to foresee its development 
as a new business area for Washington, and I think the faith that we 
have had in the Old Foggy Bottom section has been borne out by the 
fact that Peoples Life Insurance Co. since the plans for our develop- 
ment were announced have purchased the block adjacent to us and 
propose the construction of a monumental $5 million office building. 

I would be very happy to answer any questions you gentlemen might 
have. 

I have some pictures of our model here, which might be helpful. 

Senator Morse. First, Mr. Ward, before I ask for questions, the 
chairman will mark for purposes of identification as “Exhibit 9” in 
the record of this hearing an exhibit which 1 shall entitle “Brochure 
on Plans of the Potomac Plaza Corp.” 

Do you have any objection to the title? 

Mr. Warp. No. 

Senator Morse. It will be made a part of the record. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit No. 9” and will be 
foune in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of Colum- 

la. 

Mr. Warp. I thought you might be interested in seeing these. I 
think the picture of the model is included in the presentation we have 
here. 

Senator Morse. The witness is now testifying in regard to three 
pictures of plans for the Plaza Corp., which he has submitted for the 
view of the committee. 

Are there any questions ? 

Representative Kearns. What would be the cost of this land to the 
Commission ? 

Mr. Warp. At the present price? 

Representative Kearns. At your present rate. 

Mr. Warp. Well, the mortgage financing which we are in the process 
of finally developing under the Medical and Office Building, which 
is located on 24th Street, we had an appraisal of $30 a foot by Equi- 
table, and we assume, I mean, we feel that the land adjacent to the 
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river, based on the type development that we have, will bring $40 
to $45 a foot. I mean, that is what it is worth along the lines of 
what we are planning for. 

Representative Knarns. Would you be willing to give it to the Com- 
mission at a reduced price? 

Mr. Warp. Well, as I mentioned before, Congressman, we have no 
idea how this really affects us, except in the most general terms. Of 
course, I would like to say this, that we are developing this apart- 
ment building with no profit to the development corporation whatso- 
ever. It was the kickoff project to get the entire development under- 
way. The value of the land or the price that we paid the gas company 
for the land was so high for that type of development, and also be- 
cause we are trying to develop this apartment as an integral part 
of the overall project. The building department permits 75 percent 
of occupancy of the land that we have under that apartment building. 
We have only used 45 percent rather than 75 percent, which we 
would be permitted. If we had in mind just developing the one block 
at the intersection of Virginia and New Hampshire we would never, 
from a practical standpoint, have built a cross shaped apartment 
there, because we are limited in the number of apartments we can get 
on the site on the plan we have, but this was an integral part of the 
overall development. Quite frankly, we do anticipate a substantial 
profit to be made out of the additional development on the land. I 
doubt if we would be interested in it if it were for the development of 
the one block at the intersection of Virginia and New Hampshire 
Avenues. 

Senator Morse. Are there any questions? 

Senator Crarx. Mr. Ward, could you give us the amount of money 
which your company has already invested in the land indicated on 
the map attached to the brochure marked “Exhibit 9” under the 
symbols “B” and “A,” that is to say, the land south of the intersection. 
of Virginia and New Hampshire Avenues and north of the Potomac 
Parkway ?¢ 

Mr. Warp. We have purchased outright the block indicated by 
“C.” That is the one. 

Senator Crark. But my question does not have regard to that. 

Mr. Warp. That is what I was trying to explain, Senator. We have 
purchased that outright. We have an extended option on the balance 
of the land. 

Senator CrarK. What I am trying to get at, sir, is what would be 
your out-of-pocket cash loss if you were 

Mr. Warp. To exercise the option. 

Senator Crark. If you were required to abandon your plans to 
develop the plot described in my first question ? 

Mr. Warp. We anticipate in the development that we have there 
an enhancement in the value of the land of possibly $20 a foot, and 
we have got, I think, down there about three-hundred-and-some-odd- 
thousand square feet. 

Senator Crark. I think we are a little bit at cross purposes in- 
advertently. 

Mr. Warp. You mean out of pocket ? 

Senator Crark. I recognize you anticipate making a profit, and 
that is certainly very much to be commended and I am not criticizing 
you for it in any way. I am just wondering what your loss would be 
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if you abandoned the option because it was decided that the recom- 
mendations of the Auditorium Commission would be approved despite 
your objection. 

Mr. Warp. That is a question I am afraid I wouldn’t be able to 
answer because it involves the work that we have done at the present 
time on the development of plans for the luxury apartment, which is 
the one down there, and all of the preliminary designs. I don’t have 
the facts actually. 

Senator CiarK. In other words, speaking for myself only, I think 
it would be unfair to have your company take a loss because, frankly, 
the governing authorities changed their mind. On the other hand, 
I think we, speaking again only for myself, would want to consider 
pretty carefully whether the public interest shouldn’t override your 
perfectly desirable and, in fact, much to be commended private interest 
in this project. 

Mr. Warp. I do not have the facts on actually what we have 
invested in that property right now. 

Senator Crark. Am I being unfair if I say it is a relatively small 
amount of money? 

Mr. Warp. Relatively speaking, compared to what we anticipate 
it will have increased when we proceed with the project. 

Senator CLarK One more question, if I may, Mr. Chairman. Would 
the relocation of this highway in your judgment depreciate the value 
of the plot marked “C” on which you have already located this apart- 
ment. house ? 


Mr. Warp. You are talking now of the relocation of the highway 
down towards the river? 

Senator CiarK. I am afraid I would have to be more general and 
say any one of the relocations which have been suggested by Mr. Nolen 
in his testimony here, and perhaps to make it easier for you—I know 
you haven’t had a chance to study them—is there any one of those 
relocations which would be less unsatisfactory to you than the others? 

Mr. Warp. Well, from the standpoint of our entire development, I 
still don’t know what these plans ane are, and it is a little difficult 
for me to say. We prefer the location where it is right now, because 
we have based all of our plans on that, and you gentlemen can 
appreciate that standpoint. 

As to what it would do to the apartment building as such, if that 
is what you are talking about, of course, if the highway does go down 
around the river I can’t see any physical damage it would do to the 
apartment building, which is now completed, but I can see problems 
involved in the development of our next two buildings, which is a 
medical and office building, because all of the promotional develop- 
ment that we have been doing for this particular site has been based 
upon its being a new business area. 

Senator CLarK. Well, suppose it went along 25th Street, which was 
one of the other suggestions? 

Mr. Warp. And under the intersection of Virginia and New Hamp- 
shire Avenues ? 

Senator CrarK. Yes. 

Mr. Warp. That would not take any of our property, and, as I 
understand, it could be platformed over at the intersection there with 
a possible circle, as we have shown there in front of it. I don’t be- 
heve that would affect us. 
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Senator CxuarK. So that, is it fair to suggest that your ownership 
of the plot marked “C” would not be adversely affected if the highway 
were located either along the river or went under 25th Street ? 

Mr. Warp. Our ownership of plot C would be adversely affected 
on any change in the highway which would preclude our proceeding 
with the project more or less as we have planned, because I feel it 
would make it very difficult for us to proceed with the construction 
of the medical and office buildings, which is directly in back of the 
apartment, as you see there, because to attract business people and 
doctors down to that area it is necessary that we have planned and 
integrated development for that entire section. 

Thank you. 

Senator Morse. Are there any other questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Ward. 

The next witness will be Mr. William T. Leith, of Peoples Life 
Insurance Co. You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Leith. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. LEITH, PEOPLES LIFE INSURANCE CO. 


Mr. Lertrn. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
William T. Leith. I am vice president and general counsel of Peo- 
ples Life Insurance Company of Washington, D. C. 

Senator Morse. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Lerrn. I have a statement, sir, that I will probably depart 
from. I will be glad to give it to you. 

Peoples Life Insurance Co. appears before this committee for the 
purpose of objecting to the proposed designation of Foggy Bottom as 
the site for the cultural center. This opposition stems, as you know, 
from the compapny’s ownership of an entire block, some 55,000 feet 
within the area which we understand is desired by the Commission. 

We want to make it clear we are not in any sense opposing the 
cultural center. We are only opposed to the use of this site. Our op- 
position was duly forwarded to the Auditorium Commission in No- 
vember of last year by letter to each member of the Commission. 

We regret very much that we have been brought into a political 
situation, Mr. Chairman. We started out to build a new home 
in Foggy Bottom and incredibly enough we find ourselves before 
Congress trying to save our site. We do appreciate this opportun- 
ity of presenting our views on the matter. 

I think it would be appropriate to identify our company for the 
members of the committee. We have been a Washington institu- 
tion for over 53 years, having been incorporated in Washington. We 
have close to $600 million of insurance in force on the lives of citizens 
of the State of Virginia, West Virginia, Ohio, Maryland, Delaware, 
and the District, and have been recently licensed in North Carolina 
and Pennsylvania. We employ about 1,200 full-time field employees 
and about 275 in our executive offices. Within the life insurance fra- 
ternity we would be characterized as a typical middle-sized life insur- 
ance company. 

The company’s property is officially designated as square 19, and 
is bounded by New Hampshire Avenue, G Street, 25th Street, and 
F Street. 

If my associate, Mr. White, would show a blownup plat over here, 
we can bring the matter into focus. 
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The area designated in black is the property owned by the company. 
This was purchased in 1955 at a cost of something over $800,000 as a 
site for our home office, to house only our executive operations. 

There is no commercial feature in this at all. There will be no rental 
involved. The purpose of the purchase was to relieve an extremely 
overcrowded condition in our present quarters. 

From the outset, of course, the inner loop posed a problem to us, 
and I see no point in taking the time of the committee to go into the 
detail of the inner loop problem. 

The black route to the right, as you know, was the route initially pro- 
posed and agreed upon by both the Planning Commission and the Dis- 
trict for the Inner eae Highway. Of course, if this remains where 
it is the auditorium could not go in. 

If it is moved to the west, the Potomac Plaza is disturbed. 

Senator Cuark. Mr. Leith, would you help me out by having your 
associate identify the proposed site of the seaiaecbens on this map ? 

Mr. Letrn. Mr. White, can you do that ? 

Mr. Wuire. I think it is right in here. 

Mr. Lerrn. As I understand it, the proposed auditorium site would 
encompass this entire area here which is in dots but you can’t see them, 
of course. 

Senator Ciark. Including your land? 

Mr. Lerru. Including our land in the northwest corner. 

Senator Cuark. There has been some thought that it need not in- 
clude your land, hasn’t there? 

Mr. Lerrn. So I understand. I would like to comment on that 
later. 

Senator Morse. The record will show at this point in the hearing the 
witness is discussing with the committee, a chart, which he is showing 
the committee, presenting the various items that he is describing in 
his testimony. 

Senator CLark. Perhaps we could have the chart marked for iden- 
tification. 

Mr. Lerrn. I may furnish a smaller copy, if you wish, Senator. 

Senator Morse. There will be marked for purposes of identification 
as “Exhibit 10” in this hearing and made a part of the official record 
in the hearing a chart and a picture diagram of the proposed new 
Peoples Life Insurance Co. Building. The chart shows the alternate 
routes, shows the location of the Peoples Life Insurance Co., and is 
the chart to which Mr. Leith, the witness, refers in his testimony. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 10” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbie. ) 

Mr. Lerrn. May I proceed, sir? 

Senator Morsr. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lerru. It was considered that the inner loop problem was set- 
tled in 1955, and at that stage, I don’t think we need to elaborate on 
that, we proceeded to have our property rezoned for our proposed use. 
The property was rezoned in May of 1956. I would like to quote from 
the recommendation opinion of the Commissioner’s Zoning Advisory 
Council at that time when this was set: 

Inasmuch as both the Planning Commission and the District Commissioners 
have recently approved the present proposed line of the inner loop through this 


area, there appears to be no logical reason for further consideration of square 
19 for a part of the site for the new auditorium. 
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This appeared to us to be a green light to proceed with our plans, 
and we have gone ahead with our planning dating from that time. 

Our building plans are now in the District Building for a permit. 
Our building has been approved by the Fine Arts Commission, and 
I don’t think there was any intention to imply that the free-enterprise 
development of Foggy Bottom would commercialize and industrialize 
the area. 

I would like to show you our plans so you can see them. We are 
quite proud of them. We think they could add a great deal to Foggy 
Bottom ; in fact, the Washington scene. 

Those renderings, the top one is the top of the building. It is 
Federal style architecture, and was approved with some compli- 
ments by the Fine Arts Commission. 

The next one is the rear of the building, which is on 25th Street. 
We were very careful to see that the building was properly treated 
from all sides since it is exposed to all sides. It is intended to blend 
in well with the monumental buildings in that area. 

We have also brought, in order that you understand what we are 
trying to do, a model, which has been used over the past year in our 
deliberations. If you would be interested, I would like to show that 
to you. 

Senator Morse. We can’t very well mark it for identification. 

Mr. Lerrn. No, sir, and I would hesitate to release it for exhibit 
purposes. My purpose is simply to show that what we hope to do, 
we feel, is not at all violative of the esthetic qualities, let’s say, of the 
Foggy Bottom area. 

We had planned to commence construction this spring or summer, 
as soon as our bids can be let. Mr. Royce Ward was rather generous. 
Our construction costs, we hope, will not exceed $3 million, not $5 
million, and various other commitments and obligations have, of 
course, been incurred on the basis of the various designs, about which 
you have heard in the last 2 days. 

In view of the background there are some people who have sug- 
gested that there might be some moral obligation involved here, but 
I am not unreasonable enough not to realize that the Congress in 
exercising its judgment can expropriate this site. Therefore 1 only 
urge that most serious consideration be given to some of the conse- 
quences of that action. 

First of all, I think the most serious consideration should be given 
to acquisition cost. We have heard testimony this morning of ap- 
praisals of the property in this immediate vicinity of $40 a square 
foot. Our own property at the present time represents an invest- 
ment of over $1 million, which is very close to $20 a square foot. By 
the reported sales and transactions in this general area involving other 
pieces of property, I think over 80 percent of the property in the 
Commission’s proposed site is privately owned, would indicate it is 
not at all unreasonable to conclude that the cost of the auditorium 
site could very easily approach $20 million. 

Mrs. Meyer. Mr. Chairman, could we ask what they actually paid 
for the land which they acquired ? 

Senator Morse. Well, may I talk about a matter of procedure first, 
Mrs. Meyer ¢ 
Mrs. Meyer. Thank you. 
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Senator Morsr. As you have raised it now, the Chair has had pre- 
sented to him this morning a request that other people in the audience 
be allowed to ask the witnesses some questions. I have presided over 
enough meetings to know if we ever started that there would be little 
orderly proc edur e left. 

Mrs. Meyer. I stand corrected, Mr. Chairman, with pleasure. 

Senator Morse. I would like to ask Mrs. Me yer, if you have some 
questions that you would like to have the mem ers of the committee 
ask the witness, we will receive them in writing, but the questions will 
have to be asked by members of the committee. 

Mr. Letru. I thought I answered that. 

Senator Morse. I will ask it. You may consider the question as 
asked by the chairman. What did you pay for the property ? 

Mr. Lerru. The acquisition of the property alone, excluding any 
title costs, fees, and whatnot, was approximately $830 million. 

Senator Beaty. What did you say ¢ 

Mr. Lerrn. Did I say million? I am sorry. It was $830,000 ap- 
proximately. Additional costs, actual cost outlays involving our 
planning to date, settlement fees, and commissions and whatnot, run 
that to the neighborhood of $1,100,000, I would say. I don’t have the 
exact figures. It would be $1,100,000 approximately. I can’t give 
the exact figures on that. We have razed a good many buildings down 
there. Our architectural plans are virtually completed and in the 
district buildings, and all of those things, of course, add up quite a bit. 

I believe that the Southwest location site would be but a fraction 
of this cost. 

My second point to be considered has also been very well covered, 
and that is on the question of the inner loop. It has been our under- 
standing from statements that we have heard and in hearings before 
which we have appeared that the present route of the inner loop, 
based upon engineering studies, is the best route regardless of where 
the chips fall, and, of course, the location of the cultural section there 
would destroy that. 

Thirdly, our own building site would be lost. Now, I state that 
simply as a matter of fact. There is a very strong possibility that our 
company would locate its executive offices ‘then in suburban Maryland 
or Virginia. I only state that as a fact. I am not naive enough to 
think that should influence you in your deliberations, but I think it is 
important to the District of Columbia because of the particular prob- 
Jem here where you have so much federally owned property and tax- 
free organization owned property, and we feel it is in the interests of 
the District to attempt to attract and hold trade associations and na- 
tional organizations and businesses such as ours in the District to at- 
tempt to offset some of these factors. 

Senator Morse. I think, Mr. Leith, you raise a very important pol- 
icy question, if you will permit the Chair to comment on it at the 
moment, because you may want to say something about my comment. 

Forget for a moment this specific project problem that we have 
before us and take the much broader policy question of the obligation 
of the Congress to think now in terms of, in my judgment, 25 to 50 
years ahead. We can’t create more land in the District. We are going 
to have to do with what we have. It seems to me that we have to bal- 
ance the interest of private investors that want to come in and develop 
private concerns, such as your concern does, and many other concerns 
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of different natures, and the future needs of the District of Columbia 
to serve all of the people of America as the Capital City of America. 

We have these areas of land, the southwest area, the Foggy Bottom 
area. You only have to get up in an airplane, as I have, and look down, 
and you know that the area that is going to be available for the next 
50 years for the future expansion of public purposes in the District is 
a very limited area. 

We have the concerns and the demand of our immediate time for 
commercial interests to press in and take advantage of the trade re- 
sults that flow from the economic situation and environment that has 
been created for them by the people of the Nation establishing this 
small acreage of land as the capital city of their country. So we, as 
I see it, in the Congress have a great public obligation to perform the 
task of thinking ahead a half a century. 

You have brought out, as did Mr. Ward before you, this matter of 
the need for tax revenue. I don’t know how I can make any clearer 
than I have in recent years that this is the Capital City of all of the 
people of this country, and I think their representatives ought to do 
more by way of appropriating a much larger sum of money to finance 
the people’s Capital City, and that we shouldn’t be asking private 
business to come in and take up exceedingly valuable but limited acre- 
age of land in the very heart of the Capital City on the basis of the 
argument that unless they do it the people of the District of Columbia 
are going to be subjected to unconscionable tax burdens, which are 
constantly rising because Congress is year after year, in my personal 
judgment, failing to appropriate the amount of money that should be 
appropriated to support the people’s Capital City. 

I have mentioned this. I have reached no conclusion on this sub- 
ject, but I have mentioned it, as I shall in executive session of the com- 
mittee, that this particular project, I think really presents to us a 
much broader problem than a national auditorium. It presents to us 
the problem of whether or not in 1957 we of the Congress are going 
to face up to what I think is a responsibility of secbably 50 years 
planning ahead for the use of this limited acreage of land for Federal 
purposes. If we don’t do a good job of planning now, I think you are 
going to find, in not too many years, that you are going to be putting 
Federal functions in the suburbs rather than private enterprise. 

I happen to think as a matter of national policy that we ought to see 
to it that we preserve in the heart of this city whatever land we need 
in order to perform governmental functions and purposes, and then 
the Congress ought to appropriate the amount of money necessary to 
the District to pay the cost of maintaining those functions. 

Representative Krarns. You think it ought to be earmarked right 
away then ? 

Senator Morse. Well, to use a figure of speech, I think it ought 
to have been earmarked as of yesterday. 

Senator Bratt. We have been trying for years. 

Senator Morse. I sat as a member of this committee on the Senate 
side for years. I think we ought to get back to the rational statistics 
that prevailed back in 1890. We aren’t beginning to appropriate to 
the District of Columbia the percentage of support for the District 
that was appropriated in 1890. 
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I just think it is unfair to ask the people of the District of Colum- 
bia to pay the financial burden that the Congress has been imposing 
upon them. 

I didn’t intend to get into this discussion in an open hearing. I was 
going to reserve it for executive session, except your testimony, it 
seems to me, hits us right between the eyes with it, and I am glad you 
gave it to us. 

We have got to make a choice here now whether we are going to 
let your company or X, Y, or Z move in on very limited acreage of land 
in the District of Columbia for private enterprise purposes, or whether 
we are going to say we are going to reserve this body of land for gov- 
ernmental purposes. We ought to be able to see a half century ahead. 
Fifty years from now the people of the United States are going to say: 
“What was the matter with those people back in 1957 that they let all 
of this land get out of their hands?” I think the time has come, not 
speaking about this project, I think the time has come for the Con- 

ress to work on a master half century plan for the District of Colum- 

ia. The Congress should be of help to the people of the District of 
Columbia by appropriating the money they need to relieve the unfair 
tax burden. Take a look, my friends on the right and left, who are 
much closer to the problem than I am politically, and ask whether or 
not in the outlying districts—the metropolitan areas of Maryland and 
Virginia—we should be helping to lay a sound zoning development 
plan that will bring in our private enterprise institutions to serve the 
area, but more on the fringes, rather than right in the heart of the 
area that I think ought to be reserved primarily for governmental 
functions. 

Now, I don’t ask for an argument about it. I present a point of 
view. I mean, I dont’ present it for you to feel that I am picking an 
argument with you because you may find me voting in the last analysis, 
when the record is in, for Southwest rather than Foggy Bottom. You 
may find me voting for none of them. 

Representative Broyuitu. I might add that if you are suggesting 
that the Peoples Life Insurance Co. move to Virginia, we are ready 
to receive them. 

Senator Morse. I thought you would be. 

I thought that would be a helpful suggestion on my part. I know 
that Glenn is going to say so, too. I now offer my services to both of 
you as the arbitrator on the Pepco plant issue. 

Senator Bratz. Certainly, Mr. Chairman, we in Maryland are con- 
stantly called about the increasing tax rate in Montgomery and Prince 
Georges County, and we would welcome a good substantial company 
like Peoples Life in suburban Maryland. We know that we could use 
the income and since we also know so many fine things about Peoples 
Life itself, we would like very much to have you. 

Mr. Lerru. Thank you, sir. I think perhaps I should stop. 

Mr. Chairman, I fully appreciate your statements. I think it is a 
very serious responsibility. Whether all of the Members of Congress 
would feel the same way about the Federal support of the District, I 
don’t know. I certainly dont’ want to get argumentative. 

Senator Morse. I do. 

Mr. Lerrn. However, many of the civic leaders, including Mr. Flem- 
ming, one of our outstanding citizens, have felt that one of the answers 











54 NATIONAL CIVIC AUDITORIUM 





to some of the problems here is to attract within the District organiza- 
tions such as this. 
We mentioned moving out. We don’t want to do that, frankly. 
We think that private enterprise should be able to take advantage also 
of the great advantages of being in the Nation’s Capital. It means a 
great deal to a financial institution such as ours, and it does to several 
others here. 
If we were to move out of the District, it would involve reincorpo- 
ration under the laws of another State, and that, of course, presents a 
very serious problem to us. 
I stated, as a matter of fact, we might have to do that. I state also 
we don’t want to do it if we can live with the Government in the Dis- 
trict, and, as I say, take advantage of some of the wonderful things 
about our city. 
You have anticipated some of my other remarks, but I would like to 
»roceed to observe that observations have been made that this Foggy 

ottom site is slightly preferred by some of the staff members of the 
Auditorium Commission. I think that this slight preference should be 
balanced against this possible loss to the District. 

On the other hand, if the Foggy Bottom site is not taken, and the 
Cultural Center is located in sie Hounds area, it would appear to 
me that everyone would gain, because the District of Columbia, from 
my viewpoint, would gain rather than lose these what I called benefits, 
which I have attempted to describe, and the placing of the auditorium 
in the Southwest area would undoubtedly give a tremendous impetus 
to that development. 

It does appear to me from the aesthetic point of view, with the tre- 
mendous magnitude of this very beautiful center that has been de- 
scribed to us, it would in itself create an environment of its own no 
matter where it is placed. 

As a lawyer and businessman I could not attempt to discuss the 
cultural values involved here. My approach has to be practical be- 
cause of my work. I have difficulty evaluating these aesthetics. I 
I think when we have discussed the cost of aesthetic qualities in Foggy 
Bottom we are talking about a tremendous amount of money here, and 
perhaps, in my judgment, some losses to the District. So if the com- 
mittee will balance the merits of the possible locations for the Cultural 
Center, it is submitted it is in the best interests of not only the Peoples 
Life Insurance Co., Potomac Plaza and other developments, but also 
of the city, in my viewpoint, sir, to place the auditorium in the South- 
west, because in this way the city of Washington has the benefits 
which may accrue from the private development of Foggy Bottom as 
well as the Cultural Center itself in the other areas. Therefore I 
respectfully urge that the committee not designate Foggy Bottom as 
the site. 

Senator Morse. We are glad to have your statement. 

Are there any questions ? 

Representative Kearns. It is my understanding there were no com- 
mitments on this land when it was offered to the Commission. 

Mr. Lerrn. Lamsorry, sir. I don’t understand. 

Representative Kearns. There were no commitments there par- 
ticularly when the Commission was offered the site for the audi- 
torium. 
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Mr. Lerrn. Well, our ownership stems back to 1955, sir. We were 
not cognizant at that time of the activities of the Auditorium Commis- 
sion. 

Representative Knarns. How many square feet do you have there? 

Mr. Lerrn. 55,000. It is about an acre and a quarter. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Leith, there has been some suggestion of a pos- 
sible readjustment of the boundaries of the Foggy Bottom site so as to 
exclude the land owned by your company. If that were done, would 
you go ahead with your plans? 

Mr. LeirH. May I elaborate a little bit, sir? 

Senator Crark. I wish you would. 

Mr. Lerrn. That has not been seriously considered by our company, 
frankly, because it was our understanding that the Commission 
wanted the entire area, and we have assumed—as a matter of fact, I 
think the statement was made by the chairman of the Commission that 
some business interest will have to be sacrificed. Well, that’s us. So 
we have assumed we could not go in there if the Commission went 
there. 

At one of the Planning Commission meetings one of the staff mem- 
bers of the Auditorium Commission pointed out that our building 
would block the view of the cultural center of the Potomac River, but 
speaking for myself, if the cultural center wouldn’t mind Peoples Life 
building being in their side yard we certainly cannot complain of 
having the cultural center next to us. 

Senator Crark. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Morsr. Mr. Leith, will you tell me whether or not I am cor- 
rectly advised that this Peoples Life site lies within an area that Con- 
gress has as late as 1946 and 1947 authorized for public buildings? 

Mr. Lerrn. Yes, sir. That area in Foggy Bottom has been desig- 
nated as Federal area. That area ran only to E Street, as I under- 
stand. That has been a bone of contention, as you perhaps know, in 
the District of Columbia for quite some years, and the feeling has been 
that if the Government wants to use the land that appropriations 
should be made. I think it is on that basis that at least 2 buildings 
within the last 2 years are in the planning stage within this area. One 
of them is the National Association of Life Underwriters’ building on 
C Street. 

Senator Morse. Do you know whether or not there has been any dis- 
cussion between and among your group and the Potomac Plaza Co. as 
to whether or not the Potomac Plaza Co. might be able to accommo- 
date your needed facilities within their proposed facilities? 

Mr. Lerrn. We have had no serious discussions with them about 
that, Senator. We are very much in love with our site, and we hate to 
think of giving it up. We haven’t gone into that. 

Senator Morse. Speaking hypothetically now, suppose that one 
of the plans is adopted that would result in maintaining most of the 

facilities available for Potomac Plaza, but eliminating your site. 
Has any consideration been given as to whether or not your facilities 
might be accommodated within the Potomac Plaza program ? 

Mr. Lerrn. Well, we have not had any discussion on that. If we 
can work with them and if the required area were there, we would 
certainly be glad to discuss it with them. 
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Senator Morse. Mr. Ward, may I ask you, has any consideration 
been given to the question as to whether or not the facility needs of 
Peoples Life could be accommodated within your program ? 

r. Warp. We would be very happy to discuss with Peoples Life 
how we could accommodate them, I am sure. It is a very fine Listidine. 
We would welcome them into our project. As a matter of fact, we 
are so anxious to see them stay in the Foggy Bottom area we would 
lean over backwards to try to accommodate them, I feel, because 
their coming down to that area has given us a great deal of confidence 
in the faith that we had in the area back in 1952. 

Senator Morsg. I am not familiar with the details of your building 
plane, but would your building plans contain space not necessarily 

or this company but for similar companies that might want to come 
in and rent space or purchase space under your cooperative plans? 

Mr. Warp. That is entirely what our project is to accommodate, 
companies just of that nature, under any plan that can be worked out 
so it is economically sound. It isn’t necessarily all cooperative. 

Our next building, the Medical and Office Building, is about to be 
offered on the market within the next 30 days or 6 weeks. As a matter 
of fact, that material is in the hands of the printers now. That will 
be offered on the cooperative basis, and we have several firms interested 
in taking whole floors in the space. We would be happy to work with 
any company that wants a building in the whole area. 

enator Morsr. I am so completely uninformed about this whole 
project that I ask these questions only for information. I judge from 
what you have said then that your plans have not reached the point 
where you have commitments for all the building spaces and areas 
that you contemplate building? 

Mr. Warp. That is right. 

Senator CiarKk. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Morse. Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciark. To clarify my mind and also the record, am I cor- 
rect, sir, that you have reference to the area of the Potomac Plaza 
Co. which is south of the intersection of Virginia Avenue and New 
Hampshire Avenue, and which is marked “A” and “B” on the map 
which we discussed when Mr. Ward was testifying. 

Senator Morse. Are you asking me? 

Senator Ciark. Would you mind? 

Senator Morse. I am talking about the area that they would have 
to give up if the auditorium goes into Foggy Bottom. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Leith ? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lerru. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Morse. The next witness will be Mr. William Slayton, 
of Webb & Knapp. 

You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Slayton. 

Permit the Chair to say before you proceed, for the benefit of the 
other witnesses, my House colleagues have just agreed, and I submit 
it now to my Senate colleagues, my plan is to run until 12:30, and 
then reconvene at 2 and complete this record today. 

May I say to my colleagues who have other engagements that we 
will proceed just as we have been proceeding. I want to make this 
a matter of official record, and we can study it in executive session. 
Now, you may proceed, Mr. Slayton. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SLAYTON, WEBB & KNAPP 


Mr. Stayton. Before I start, sir, I would like to point out the 
rendering of the Southwest redevelopment plan to which I will be 
talking. If you wish this for the record, here is a glossy black and 
white print. 

Senator Morse. It will be marked for identification as “Exhibit 11” 
in this hearing and made a part of the record thereof. ‘This is a pic- 
ture chart entitled “Panorama of Southwest Washington Re- 
development.” 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit No. 11” and will 
be found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia. ) 

Mr. Suaytron. My name is Williarh Slayton. I represent the firm 
of Webb & Knapp, Inc. Webb & Knapp’s interest in the location of 
the auditorium stems directly from the work it has been doing over 
the past.3 years with the Redev elopment Land Agency and the 
National Capital Planning Commission in the preparation of a re- 
development plan for southw est Washington. 

I feel the Auditorium Commission should be congratulated for the 
proposal it has prepared. A cultural center in our Nation’s Capital is 
a necessity, and the proposal submitted by the Commission is certainly 
in keeping with the character of our Capital City. It evidences broad 
vision, and, regardless of where located, will be tremendous asset. to 
Washington. As Mrs. Meyer said, it is not just a city auditorium, but 
truly is a national cultural center. 

As I said earlier, Webb & Knapp is testifying since it is intimately 


involved in the redevelopment plan for Southwest Washington. 
Naturally, we were pleased to note that one of the sites recommended 
by the Auditorium Commission was included in the Southwest re- 
development plan specifically for such a cultural complex. This plan 
was adopted by the National Capital Planning Commission on April 
5, 1956, appara by the District Commisisoners on December 30, 1956, 


after a public hearing, and approved by the Housing and Home Fi- 
nance Agency on November 30, 1956. 

On the basis of this plan, the Housing and Home Finance Agency is 
advancing money to the Redevelopment Land Agency for the acquisi- 
tion of land. Land has already been acquired. ‘This plan is now in 
the operational stage. 

Webb & Knapp, from the inception of its thinking on the Southwest 
redevelopment plan, has been deeply concerned with the setting of such 
a cultural center. As you know, the Webb & Knapp plan from the 
beginning has included the Plaza as a site for a cultural center. In 
fact, the Plaza and the Tenth Street Mall have been two major ele- 
ments in planning the redevelopment of Southwest Washington. 

‘This site, the east site, is basically in conformity with the redevelop- 
ment plan. We feel that this is a suitable site for the cultural center 
and that there are no major pr oblems of adjusting it to meet the Com- 
mission’s objectives. We are confident that a solution can be achieved 
that will give the cultural center the kind of setting the Auditorium 
Commission feels is desirable and at the same time preserve the con- 
cept of the Tenth Street Mall. 

In addition, it should be pointed out that, if the national cultural 
center were to be built in the plaza area, that is, the east site as shown 
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in the Commisison’s report, Webb & Knapp would not be the developers 
and would have no commercial interests in this area. 

In earlier testimony it was indicated that this site would not provide 
a view of the Washington Channel or the Potomac. Actually this 
site, as we have envisaged it, is at an elevation of some 45 feet and does 
provide, we feel, an excellent view of the Washington Channel and 
the Potomac. Also, we believe the cultural complex in this site will 
be quite visible from many vantage points and, with a suitable ar- 
rangement of the buildings along the mall, will not be hidden as has 
been indicated. 

The plaza also provides adequate arangements for parking, as well 
as ingress and egress from this site. The redevelopment plan re- 
quires that there be a minimum of 2000 parking spaces beneath the 
plaza. The Highway Department, the Department of Traffic Engi- 
neering, and our traffic consultants have worked long and hard on de- 
tailed plans for the parking and access roads to the plaza area. And, 
there is now a traffic solution for parking and circulation in this area 
to meet the needs of the cultural center. 

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate our feeling that the Audi- 
torium Commission has come forth with a very exciting concept for 
a cultural center and that it will be a major asset to Washington. We 
feel that the east site in the Southwest is a suitable site for this cultural 
complex and is in fact the only site where the national cultural center 
can proceed without delay. 

We have been studying and planning this southwest area for more 
than 3 years and have accumulated a good knowledge of that 
sector. If we can be of any service to the Commission, our full staff is 
at its disposal at any time. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much, Mr. Slayton. 

Are there any questions? 

The next witness will be Miss Catherine M. Flynn, of the Northeast 
Council. 

Does anyone know whether or not Mr. Cook would like to file a 
statement for the record ? 

Mr. Stayton. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Morse. Will Mr. Gulledge advise General Grant and Mrs. 
Prout and Mr. Cook, all of whom were scheduled to testify today, 
that we will keep this record open until 5 p. m. Monday next to 
receive any statements that anyone wishes to file in the record? 
Mr. Guuuepce. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MISS CATHERINE M. FLYNN, NORTHEAST 
COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Miss Ftynn. Mr. Chairman, I am Miss Catherine M. Flynn. I 
live at 4125 18th Place NE., Washington, D. C. I am the first vice 
president of the Federation of Citizens Associations, first vice presi- 
dent of the Conference of State Societies, and president of the 
Burroughs Citizens Association. I do, however, speak for the North- 
east Council of Citizens Associations, which, as you know, is associ- 








ated with the Interfederation of Citizens Associations made up of 
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citizens associations of the District of Columbia and the surrounding 
suburban areas of Maryland and Virginia. The council has a mem- 
bership of 10 individual citizens associ ‘iations. 

My purpose in appearing before you, gentlemen, is to suggest an 
alternate site for the pr oposed auditori ium and to direct your thinking, 
if I may, toward that location. It is at the gateway to the District, 
at the first direct exit to the District of Columbia from the Washing- 
ton-Baltimore Parkway. What finer introduction to our fair city than 
this beautiful structure which is being contemplated. This site is 
also in very close proximity to the United States National Arboretum, 
a tract of over 400 acres, one of the finest of its kind in the United 
States and the only one governmentally operated. This is something 
which surely lends itself to the cultural interests of our community. 
The northeast corner of this tract, I am told, adjoins the site we pro- 
pose although separated by the parkway. 

In addition, I wish to stress two additional logical arguments in 
favor of the site we suggest. First, it is economically sound. The 
land is federally owned ‘and its selection therefore would not cause the 
deletion from our Grant list of valuable taxable property and poten- 
tial tax revenue. In this day of economy-mindedness, with so much 

talk to inflationary trends and cries for the balancing of the budget 
we think this is a very strong point. 

The other argument in favor of this site is its accessibility. It is 
located on one of the widest thoroughfares in the city—a six-lane 
highway, and is within close proximity to U. S. Route 1 and Alternate 
Route 50. It is presently serviced by public transportation from the 
center of the town as well as crosstown public service. It would serve 
the entire Southeast and Northeast areas, as well as suburban Mary- 
land, without necessitating the vast segment of rural population en- 
tering the center of the town area. In these d: ays of traffic hazards, 
parking problems, and cost incidental to the regulation of traffic flow, 
I think this, too, is a very strong argument. 

I submit, gentlemen, for your consider: ation as a possible site for 
the new cultural center in W ashington the present site of the National 
Training School for Boys and ask your committee, or such other 
groups as you may name to consider the selection of a site for this 
project, that you give further consideration and weigh well, and I hope 
favorably, the arguments offered in support of this alternate site. 

Senator Morsr. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions of Miss Flynn? 

Would you mind telling we whether you recommended this site to 
the Auditorium ¢ ‘ommission ? 

Miss Ftynn. I did not. I do not know it was recommended by 
another group. 

Senator Morse. Could you tell me how far both in time and in 
distance it is from downtown Washington, the hotel district ? 

Miss Fiynn. I would say it is not—it largely depends on the 
traflic—but I would say it is certainly under one-half hour. 

Senator Morsr. Thank you very much. 

I have here a letter signed by Mrs. Edward A. Kane, president of 
the Northeast Council of Citizens Associations, dated February 8, 
1957, which will be made a part of the record at this point. 
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(The letter is as follows :) 


NorRTHEAST COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., February 8, 1957 
Hon. WAYNE Morse, 
Chairman, House and Senate Joint Committee Considering Proposals for a 
Site for a Possible Cultural Center, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MORSE AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: At a meeting of the 
Northeast Council of Citizens Associations last evening, February 7, the council 
went on record by formal motion as follows: 

“If a cultural center is to be established in the District of Columbia, the 
Northeast Council goes on record as favoring the property presently occupied by 
the National Training School for Boys as the site for this auditorium.” 

It was pointed out by the group that the above-mentioned site is more than 
adequate in size and is very accessible for traffic from all parts of the city, 
including the two crosstown buslines. Its location is at the gateway to the 
District of Columbia. The street on which it would be located is one of the 
widest in the city, and is but a few blocks from U. 8. Route 1 and Alternate 
Route 50. Eastern Avenue and South Dakota Avenue are in close proximity 
and the council feels that this location would serve the best interests of the 
entire city of Washington. In addition to this, the Maryland traffic would not 
have to come through the center of the city and this would eliminate downtown 
traffic congestion. Since there would be plenty of space for parking here, too, 
this should also be a matter for careful consideration. 

It was pointed out also that the arboretum is close by which is, of course, a 
most beautiful part of the city. 

In view of all these points, the council respectfully requests the committee to 
give careful consideration to selecting the above-mentioned site for the proposed 
cultural center. 


Sincerely yours, 
Mary K. Kang, 


Mrs. Epwarp A. KANkgr, President. 
P. 8.—The above site is also federally owned and would not take any more 
taxable property away from District taxpayers.—M. K. 


Senator Morse. The next witness will be Mr. L. J. Esunas. 


STATEMENT OF L. J. ESUNAS, COSTELLO POST 15, AMERICAN 
LEGION 


Mr. Esunas. Iam L. J. Esunas. I wish to testify as a member and 
past adjutant of Vincent B. Costello Post, No. 15, of the District of 
Columbia Department of the American Legion, which is one of the 
largest posts in the city, and express in the public interest my con- 
baa in regard to the National Cultural Center here in the Nation’s 

apita 

In a letter appearing in the Washington Star on February 6, 
1957, over my name, I make some specific suggestions that could be 
the basis to break the deadlock that has ensued in the selection of a 
site for the imposing cultural center as envisaged by the Auditorium 
Commission. The letter reads as follows: 


CULTURAL CENTER 


Members of the National Auditorium Commission are to be commended for 
the fine, comprehensive report on the Cultural Center for the Nation’s Capital. 

It may be of interest that Vincent B. Costello Post No. 15 of the District of 
Columbia Department of the American Legion played an important role in the 
enactment of Public Law 128 creating the Commission. The resolution, which 
I had the pleasure to introduce and have the post and the District of Columbia 
Department adopt, was the basis for the bill in Congress which subsequently 
culminated as Public Law 128. 

The reason for the interest shown by Democratic and Republican Congress- 
men alike was due to the enthusiastic endorsement given to it by industrial and 
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labor leaders throughout the country to have a much-needed National Cultural 
Center erected in Washington. 

Last year, by action of our department, it was moved that such a cultural 
center be dedicated to peace in memory of all our American war dead. This 
is one matter that the Auditorium Commission could very well endorse at this 
time. 

May I digress at this time and state the American Legion endorsed 
at its convention in 1946 in principle the erection of a “national war 
auditorium, For that reason 1 would like to recommend to the Com- 
mission that there be stated in the law that the committee may draft 
that this particular cultural center be dedicated to peace and in 
memory of the war dead, and furthermore endorse the recommenda- 
tion of the chairman of the Auditorium Commission that we designate 
this as the National Cultural Center Commission so as to give na- 
tional significance to it. 

Senator Morse. On that point we are planning, as far as the Senate 
side is concerned, to have Senator Beall’s bill amended when it reaches 
the floor of the Senate. This amendment will be offered to make it a 
nations! ee 

Mr. nAs. I would like to suggest also that you have it dedicated 
to peace : said in memory of the war dead. 

Senator Morsr. We will discuss that in executive session. I am 
glad to have your recommendation. 

Mr. Esunas. To continue: 

I have discussed various phases of the Southwest redevelopment with our 
ee and testified at different hearings. One thing on which some members 
of the National Capital Planning Commission were in accord with me was the 
placement of the railroad underground. In an engineering study it was found 
feasible, practical, and advisable for the railroad to be depressed along D Street 
SW., from 14th to 17th Streets SW., and from there brought up a gradual incline 
to the elevated section of the railroad on Virginia Avenue. By such a plan the 
Cultural Center could then be serviced by a developed interurban rail system 
between the downtown section and the outlying areas of Washington. Further- 
more, if the Auditorium Commission honestly feels that the Federal warehouse 
at Seventh and D Streets SW, presents an esthetic difficulty, then why doesn’t 
the Commission come -out for its removal. The cultural site could then be 
encompassed in a sufficient area between the F Street Expressway and C Street 
SW., and between 7th and 10th Streets SW., with an esthetic diagonal view to 
the Capitol Building itself and without interfering with the already approved 
plans for the redevelopment of Southwest. I would like to invite the Auditorium 
Commission, therefore, to consider this proposal seriously and then concentrate 
on the acquisition of the site by Congress. 

I would like to have that made a part of the record. 

Senator Morse. It will be made a part of the record as read by the 
witness. 

Mr. Esunas. I wish to present also to this joint committee of the 
Senate and House an editorial appearing in the November 10, 1956, 
issue of the Washington Star entitled “Belated Site Proposal,” which 
I believe expresses similar views of the other new spapers. It contends 
that Foggy Bottom is a good site, but alludes to the very serious 
obstacles now present which come in conflict with the presently worked 
out plans for the inner-loop expressway and the development of 
the area with apartments, shops, and offices. It concludes that the 
planning agency should go slower in abandoning the idea already 
in of including the auditorium and the imposing cultural center as 
a core of the Southwest redeve lopment program. It says: “The loea- 
tion is a good one. Equally important, the site is available.” 
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This is the editorial. 
Senator Morse. The editorial will be made a part of the record 


at this point. 
(The editorial follows :) 


[Editorial from the Washington Star, November 10, 1956] 
BELATED SITE PROPOSAL 


Foggy Bottom undoubtedly would be a good location for the proposed District 
Auditorium—just as Southwest Washington would be. The trouble with the 
Foggy Bottom proposal, however, is that it comes at such a late stage of the 
city’s planning for both the Northwest and Southwest areas. 

There are serious obstacles now to the Foggy Bottom site that did not exist a 
few years ago. Private investors have made elaborate plans for multimillion- 
dollar apartment and office developments to the blighted area, once dominated 
by gas tanks and nondescript buildings. The projects not only would transform 
a rundown section of the city into a modern, thriving community of apartments, 
shops, and offices but would bring into the District’s tax coffers substantial addi- 
tional revenues. Moreover, approved plans for extension of the inner-loop 
highway through Foggy Bottom would be upset by an auditorium in the blocks 
suggested. The present route was selected by expert consultants after a long 
and expensive study of all possible routes, including the one close to the river 
that would have to be used if the auditorium were to b!ock the planned right- 
of-way farther east. The Highway Department already has included an item to 
the next budget for construction of the loop. Any relocation of this important 
traffic-relief artery would involve additional cost and delay. 

The National Capital Planning Commission was warranted in refusing to make 
a hasty decision on any proposal to change the Foggy Bottom plans in deference 
to the belated request of the Auditorium Commission. The latter body must 
report to Congress by the end of January, which leaves too little time for 
adequate reconsideration of the whole Foggy Bottom program by the several 
parties at interest. In any event, we believe the planning agencies should go 
slow in abandoning the idea, already well advanced, of including the auditorium 
in the imposing cultural center envisioned as a core of the Southwest redevelop- 
ment program. The location is a good one. Equally important—the site is 
available. 


Mr. Esunas. I have before me a Southwest. Washington redevelop- 
ment illustrative site plan, which I understand has been approved by 
the planners. In it provision is made for an overall purpose audi- 
torium building situated in the L’Enfant Plaza, between D and E 
Streets SW., and Seventh and Ninth Streets SW. 

I don’t pretend to be an expert in this matter, but sometimes a lay- 
man with sufficient interest and knowledge of the matter can put 2 and 
2 together and break the stalemate that has ensued. I would like to 
suggest to the Auditorium Commission that it present a firm recom- 
mendation that the Southwest east site area be extended to C Street 
SW., and have the all-purpose buildings of the cultural center re- 
grouped to the north of the auditorium, as appears on the site plan 
for the Southwest area. 

I believe that all here present will concede that the Southwest. re- 
development is the largest redevelopment project of the country. 
Likewise whether Washington is to have a cultural center as envi- 
sioned by the Auditorium Commission could well be tied in with this 
huge undertaking. 

I am confident after speaking with various interested parties that 
concessions could be made to accomplish this major objective to the 
Nation’s Capital and make Washington the major cultural center of 
the world. 

I thank you, sir. 
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Senator Morse. We are very happy to have your statement in the 
record. 

Now, do you want to make this chart a part of the record ¢ 

Mr. Esunas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Morsr. It will be marked for purposes of identification as 
“Exhibit 12” and made a part of the record of this hearing. This is 
a chart entitled “Southwest Washington Redevelopment Illustrative 
Site Plan,” about which the witness, Mr. Esunas, testified, setting 
forth his recommendation for an additional alternative site for the 
national auditorium. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 12” and will be 
found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia.) 

Senator Morse. Are there any questions? 

(Mr. Esunas subsequently submitted the following to supplement 
his testimony :) 


SUGGESTED SITE FOR NATIONAL VETERANS MEMORIAL AUDITORIUM 


Schematic plan below is in keeping with prior resolutions adopted by Costello 
Post and the District of Columbia Department whereby the redevelopment of 
Southwest into a major residential, cultural and recreational area of the Na- 
tion’s Capital was endorsed and the sugggestion made to our planners that the 
convention hall, music building, and opera house when erected be dedicated as 
national memorials to honor all our war dead. 

The plan as outlined below by L. J. Esunas, adjutant of the Post, is being re- 
ferred by Mr. John R. Searles, Jr., of the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency to the city planners and also by Mr. Barney Balaban, president 
of the Paramount Pictures Corp. to the Planning Board of the Federal Com- 
mission created to plan for the national auditorium. Comrade Esunas likewise 
played a major role in the enactment of the auditorium bill which is now Public 


Law 128. 
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Legend: 
A—L’Enfant Plaza 
B—National Veterans Memorial Auditorium 
C—Musie building 
D—Leif Ericson Plaza and underground parking garage 
E—Tourist center and underground parking garage 
F-—Mass communication center 
G—5th Baptist Church 
H—St. Dominic’s Church 
I—Site for CIA or other Federal agency with two squares to east 
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COSTELLO POST AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DEPARTMENT REAFFIRM STAND ON 
AUDITORIUM 


District of Columbia Department adopted at its executive committee meeting 
on January 26, 1956, a resolution of Costello Post which endorses the Federal 
Commission created to plan an auditorium in Nation’s Capital as a national 
memorial. Resolution reads as follows: 

Whereas the American Legion in convention assembled in the city of San 
Francisco in 1946 endorsed in principle the erection of a national memorial 
auditorium in Washington, D. C., to honor our own American war dead; and 

Whereas Public Law 128 approved on July 1, 1955, created a Federal Com- 
mission to formulate plans for the construction in the District. of Columbia, 
of an auditorium, including the Inaugural Hall of Presidents, and a music, fine 
arts, and mass communication center: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Vincent B. Costello Post No. 15, American Legion, That it 
urges that such Auditorium when erected be dedicated to peace in memory of 
all our American war dead. 


[From the Washington Post, February 9, 1957] 


RIVERSIDE SITE IN SOUTHWEST WEIGHED FOR AUDITORIUM—LOCATION PROVIDES 
FACILITIES FoR BorH ENTERTAINMENT AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES 


By Wes Barthelmes, Staff Reporter 


A riverside site in Southwest Washington has been put forward as a possible 
location for the national auditorium and cultural center. 

The new site possibility, located south and east of the proposed Tenth Street 
Mall, offers a riverside vista valued so highly by the District Auditorium Com- 
mission when it expressed a preference for Foggy Bottom. 

Federal and city planners want to incorporate cultural and entertainment 
facilities in Southwest redevelopment area C. 

The riverside site came to light just after a joint meeting of Senate and House 
district subcommittees concluded a second day of testimony on whether the 
cultural center should be built in Foggy Bottom or in Southwest. 


SITE INSPECTED 


Agnes E. Meyer, chairman of the Auditorium Commission, and Charles Luck- 
man, chairman of the Commission’s technical staff, have already toured the 
riverside site, according to John R. Searles, Jr., executive director of the District 
Redevelopment Land Agency. 

Their reaction warrants exploring the location’s potential further, he said. 

Searles said arrangements are being made for an early meeting on Southwest 
sites between RLA and architects for the auditorium commission and Webb & 
Knapp, New York real estate firm. The latter has been working with RLA on 
a plan for area C. 

The new site proposal, looking out on the greenery of East Potomac Park and 
Washington Channel, is now planned in part for row houses and low-level 
apartments. The Jefferson Junior High School might be a casualty, if the 
$36-million cultural center were built there. 


CONFLICTING LOCATION 


A Webb & Knapp representative pointed out yesterday that the Southwest 
riverside location conflicts with the adopted area C plan that designates a 19-acre 
“L’Enfant Plaza,” east of 10th street and north of the proposed F street freeway, 
for cultural and entertainment facilities. 

The auditorium group has reported to Congress that it is partisan to Foggy 

sottom, but that two other Southwest sites are suitable—the plaza and one to 
the west. This was before the third Southwest site, the riverside location, came 
into the picture. 

But Webb & Knapp Vice President William L. Slayton said the center can be 
put in the plaza but not in the west site. Of these two, the auditorium commission 
prefers the west site. 

Summing up her testimony yesterday, Mrs. Meyer told the subcommittees that 
despite Foggy Bottom leanings “I don’t want to leave the impression we'd have 
less zeal in carrying out our mission if you gentlemen decide on the Southwest 
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area.” The Federal commission had asked Congress to select a site by setting 
up a seven-member study. committee. 

Witnesses for Potomac Plaza Corp. and Peoples Life Insurance Co. testified 
the center could not locate in Foggy Bottom, within a designated Federal build- 
ing area, unless a proposed inner loop highway route is moved. If this were 
done, they said, their building plans would be disrupted, with a resulting loss 
of tax revenue to the District. 

Senator Wayne Morse (Democrat-Oregon), co-chairman of the hearing, said 
Congress has an “obligation” to assure there would be sufficient land for “gov- 
ernmental purposes” in the land-scarce District for the next half century. But 
he said this observation did not necessarily mean he would vote to place the cul- 
tural center in Foggy Bottom. 


Oval area in map indicates a proposed new location in Southwest Washington 
for the national cultural center. 


Later, Morse’s District Judiciary Subcommittee reported out a bill to extend 
the life of the auditorium group until its project is completed and to change its 
name to “Commission for a National Cultural Center.” He then recessed the 
hearing until his unit can meet again shortly to decide where to go from here. 

Senator Morsr. Are there any other witnesses that would like 
to testify before I call on Mrs. Meyer for a SuAENARE statement, 
which I believe some people would like to have her make? 

Mrs. Meyer. Just one minor question first, Mr. Chairman. I hope 
if we are called the Commission for the Nation’s Cultural Center it 
will not endanger our status with you. In other words, we would 
like to remain with the District of Columbia Committee. 

Senator Morse. You just wait for a very important committee meet- 
ing that we will have very shortly and we will show how you handle 
that. 

Senator CLiark. We will try to protect you from the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. 

Mrs. Mryrer. We have great confidence in this committee, and we 
would simply like to stay with you. 

Just to sum up, Mr. Chairman, I have in the name of the Commis- 
sion put such great emphasis on the Foggy Bottom site quite naturally 
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because it is obviously the most beautiful site and it tempted us to 
point out the tremendous advantage the site would be and that the 
handling of the site would be easier, but I don’t want to leave you 
with the impression that we would have less zeal in carrying out our 
mission if you gentlemen should decide, after you have weighed every- 
thing, that you prefer site No. 3 in Foggy Bottom. 

Senator Ciark. You don’t mean in Foggy Bottom. 

Mrs. Meyer. In Southwest, excuse me. 

As Mr. Searles told you just a little while ago, he and some otner 
of the people who are in control of the development of the Southwest 
area, went over the possible land sites that they could give us that 
are closely connected with site No. 3, which would enable us to make 
a very beautiful execution of the whole architectural plan, as we 
now have it in mind. 

I only would like to say that we think site No. 2 has obstacles that 
can’t be overcome. We all know that the railroad can’t be moved, 
and we all know that the Federal warehouse is hard to move, too, and 
furthermore, the people who planned this site for our cultural center 
did not envisage as magnificent a scheme as we have worked out. We 
did present site No. 2 because we thought it was our duty to be coop- 
erative with the people who first planned the Southwest, but since then 
] think most of the people who will decide what happens in the South- 
west lean toward the site that we now call No. 3, which will be ad- 
justed through cooperative endeavors between them and the Com- 
mission. 

Now, I am not today arguing either for one site or the other, but 
I felt I might have left you with the impression that we would be dis- 
appointed and less enthusiastic if you should decide that we must 
go to the Southwest. Morally speaking, it has great advantages, Mr. 
Chairman, as you know, if we ilovelon that terrific slum area. There- 
fore I want to leave you with the impression that we will abide by 
your decision and that we will cooperate no matter what you decide. 

Senator Beau. I think Mrs. Meyer should be commended for that 
splendid statement, because, as I take it, Mrs. Meyer, it is your own 
personal feeling and that of the Commission that the auditorium is of 
utmost importance, and that even if this committee is given the au- 
thority to select the site and decides on another site, you will still go 
ahead just as ambitiously as you are now. 

Mrs. Meyer. Precisely. We have absolute confidence in this com- 
mittee. I would like to add that I know you will weigh the respective 
merits and the respective benefits to the Nation’s Capital in the most 
intelligent and objective way. 

We thank you for your kindness to us and for your interest in the 
project. 

Senator Morsr. Mrs. Meyer, I know I speak for the entire com- 
mittee when I say we all appreciate the great public service that you 
have rendered in connection with this problem. Speaking only for 
myself, my interpretation of your testimony is that all though you 
prefer Foggy Bottom as the most desirable site in your opinion, you 
will work just as hard and zealously for the development of the project 
for any one of the Southwest sites or for that matter any other 
site that we should decide is the best under all of the cireumstaces: is 
that your position ? 








NATIONAL CIVIC AUDITORIUM 67 


Mrs. Meyer. Yes, and even the esthetic effect can be made very 
beautiful in the other site. 

Senator Morse. Are there any questions? 

If not, if Congressman Broyhill will bear with us, I know when I 
have a quor um I had better make use of it as far as the committee is 
concerned. We have a quorum of our subcommittee and therefore I 
would like to call upon Senator Beall to make whatever motion to the 
committee he would like to make in regard to S. 685. 

Senator Braun. Mr. Chairman, I would like to move that S. 685 
be reported favorably with amendments as suggested by you and that 
you, as chairman of the committee, be instructed to offer the proper 
amendments on the floor. 

Senator Morse. If the Senator will permit me to modify his motion, 
I will accept the motion that the Senator from Maryland makes for 
reporting favorably S. 685, and I will offer the amendment that the 
Senator suggests that will change the title of the Commission in ac- 
cordance with the underst: inding that we have to have a National 
Auditorium Commission, and I instruct Mr. Gulledge to draft such an 
amendment. We know the purpose of the amendment. 

Is there any discussion of the amendment ? 

Senator CiarK. I second the motion. 

Senator Breatn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that Mr. 
Gulledge talk to the parliamentarian and be very careful that the title 
does not change the jurisdiction. 

Senator Morse. We have already done so. It will be done, and it 
will protect the jurisdiction of the committee, I can assure you. 

Those in favor of the amendment say “Aye.” 

The amendment is adopted. 

Those in favor of Senator Beall’s motion as amended say “Aye.’ 

The motion as amended to report S. 685 favorably is walactiiall 
passed by the subcommittee. 

Senator Brau. I would like to make a request that the clerk of the 
committee poll the other members of the District Committee in order 
that we may put the bill on the calendar. 

Senator Morsr. You have heard the request of the Senator from 
Maryland that the clerk be asked to poll the full District of Columbia 
Committee on S. 685 as amended. 

Senator CLARK. I would like to concur. 

Senator Morse. The chairman to report the bill to the floor of the 
Senate if the majority of the committee approves the bill as amended. 

Those in favor say “Aye.” Opposed, “No.” 

It is so ordered. 

Is there any other item before the subcommittee ? 

If not, this hearing of the joint committee now will stand in recess 
subject to the call of the two cochairmen, with the further ruling that 
the hearing record will remain open until 5 p. m. Monday next te 
receive any additional statement for the record that anyone wishes 
to submit, subject only to the condition that they submit their state- 
ment upon the authorization of some one member of the joint com- 
mittee. 

If any citizen wants to submit a statement, that means they have 
to submit it through some member of the joint committee to Mr. 
Gulledge, counsel of the committee, who will incorporate it as a part 
of the official record of the hearing, but those statements must be sub- 
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mitted by 5 p. m. Monday next, because I want this hearing printed 
at the earliest possible date for the executive consideration of the 
committee and for the earliest possible action by the committee on the 
problem before us. 

We stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittees recessed to recon- 
vene at the call of the chairman.) 








APPENDIX 


WASHINGTON, D C., February 11, 1957. 

My Dear SENATOR MorSE: I was very much inspired by what you said about 
having to think of the development of our Capital in terms of the next 50 years 
or more, and that encroachment by private business on public land should not be 
allowed to drive future Government buildings to the suburbs. 

Knowing that you have the beauty and fitness of such development at heart, I 
am encouraged by your invitation to make a statement, to express my very 
earnest convictions on the question of the only really appropriate site for our 
Cultural Center. 

Foggy Bottom (South No. 3 on pp. 14 and 16) is the ideal setting for it and 
what could be more suitable for Foggy Bottom—the last short stretch of river 
front as yet unspoiled—than a beautiful Cultural Center such as we aim to pro- 
duce? What could be more deplorable than that other such buildings as the 
apartment house just erected north of Virginia Avenue, part of the Potomac 
Plaza scheme, should be allowed to intrude here. 

Foggy Bottom is important for its own sake, as a spot whose beauty should 
be preserved and enhanced, as well as a setting for handsome buildings. It 
would be the best location from the point of view of accessibility: its proximity 
to the Lincoln Memorial and the bridges and park would mean that it would be 
easily seen and frequently passed by visitors to the Capital from other States 
and other lands. 

Alternatives have been offered to the routing of the loop which, according to 
present plans, would cut through the land we desire as well as that of the George 
Washington University, I do not remember whether tunneling it was suggested. 

It can go without saying, that whatever site be allotted to our Commission we 
will spare no effort to achieve the best possible results. However it seems to me 
that drawbacks to sites in the Southwest development are a most insuperable, 
such as the railroad and a permanent warehouse at sites 4 and 10, page 14. 
Even the latest proposal of a site in the southwest, nearer the waterfront— 
emanating from which the odor of fish is anything but cultural—would be quite 
out of the way and too much in the flow of commercial traffic. 

Anxiously awaiting your decision and assuring you of my cooperation, 

Sincerely yours, 
VIRGINIA BACON. 


STATEMENTS BY LEON CHATELAIN, JR., FATA, PRESIDENT, THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE 
OF ARCHITECTS 


As the professional society of the Nation’s architects, the American Institute 
of Architects naturally takes a deep interest in the proposed national cultural 
center. 

The AIA has followed the work of the District of Columbia Auditorium Com- 
mission with great interest and has given thorough study to its recommendations 
as contained in its report to the President and to Congress. 

The choice of the site for a building of such consequence is a matter of greatest 
importance. We believe that the Foggy Bottom site is the most suitable environ- 
ment for the proposed building. This area happens to be the only remaining 
beautiful site along the Potomac River. Thus this location will automatically 
give the proposed cultural center the proper and most attractive setting. Con- 
versely, the building, if located there will further enhance the panorama of the 
Nation’s Capital and take its place, as it should, among Washington’s great 
architectural monuments. It would be readily viewed as our generation’s con- 
tribution to these edifices of the past. That beautiful river-bank setting should 
continue as an open, low-density area. 

A purely practical consideration is equally persuasive. The Foggy Bottom 
site is unquestionably the most accessible one for the vast majority of Greater 
Washington residents and visitors. There are, inevitably, difficulties and con- 
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flicting interests for any available site of such proportion within the limits of 
the Capital. As the organization representing the Nation’s architects we feel 
a deep responsibility for Washington’s beauty. We have demonstrated this con- 
cern during our 100 years of existence. With this background we urge the Con- 
gress to consider this proposal only in the light of the best public and, indeed, 
national interest. Therefore, we feel Congress should make every possible effort 
to obtain the Foggy Bottom site. 


STATEMENT BY G. YATES CoOK, EXEcUTIVE DikEcToR, FEDERAL Criry COUNCIL 


On last November 4, President George A. Garrett of the Federal City Council 
requested members of the Auditorium Commission to consider the Southwest 
redevelopment area as a No. 1 site for Washington's proposed auditorium. 

In a wire sent to all Commission members, he announced the Federal City 
Council “unqualifiedly opposes” any site for the auditorium in Foggy Bottom, 
and requested a hearing at which his organization might present its views to the 
Commission. 

He explained that his telegram resulted from a meeting of the Council’s execu- 
tive committee, at which members voted unanimously that he bring again to the 
Commission's attention “what we consider to be an ideal site in the Southwest 
redevelopment area planned for auditorium use.” 

In order to make completely clear the Federal City Council's position regarding 
a site for the District’s proposed auditorium, I would like to read the text of 
Mr. Garrett’s message. 

It reads as follows: 

“The Federal City Council is seriously concerned over recent newspaper arti- 
cles which report that your committee will recommend to the National Capital 
Planning Commission that the Foggy Bottom area be selected as the site of the 
proposed Washington Auditorium. At an executive committee meeting held 
yesterday, council members voted unanimously that I be instructed to again 
bring to your attention what we consider to be an ideal site in the Southwest 
redevelopment area designed as a cultural center and planned for auditorium use. 

“In the Southwest site referred to, facilities have been planned in order to 
meet the needs of auditoriums of varying sizes. Plans already approved for 
the Southwest Cultural Center supply underground parking for over 2,000 
automobiles. 

“The adjacent expressway offers excellent transportation. 

“The location of the Southwest Cultural Center envisages a ceremonial en- 
trance and link from the Grand Mall to the 10th Street Mall. 

“An auditorium on this site will be the focal point of the entire rebuilt area, 
and a great asset to the Capital City. 

“In sharp contract, the Foggy Bottom site would create critical problems 
for the projects already planned, approved, or underway. For example, selec- 
tion of this site would stymie the $100 million project for the Potomac Plaza— 
now in a construction stage—thus seriously impairing the economic health of 
our city. For this and other reasons, the Federal City Council unqualifiedly 
opposes this site for the auditorium. On the other hand, the council feels that 
the Southwest site for the proposed auditorium is indispensible for the slum 
clearance and redevelopment plan for Southwest Washington. 

“We earnestly request a hearing before your Commission in order to present 
our views. 

“GEORGE A. GARRETT, President.” 


This is still the position of the Federal City Council, and I respectfully submit 
it for your consideration at this morning’s hearing. 


FEDERAL City COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D. C., Fiscar 1956-57 
OFFICERS 


Chairman: Francis G. Addison, Jr. 
President : George A. Garrett 

First vice president: William J. McManus 
Secretary: F. Elwood Davis 

Treasurer: Frank J. Luchs 

General counsel: James C. Wilkes 
Executive director : G. Yates Cook 
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES 


Francis G. Addison, Jr.,’ president, Security Bank 

Alvin L. Aubinoe,’ president, Aubinoe Construction Co. 

truce Baird,’ president, National Savings & Trust Co. 

Edward C. Baltz,’ president, Perpetual Building Association 

John T. Barnett,’ general manager, Sears, Roebuck Co. 

Daniel W. Bell, president, American Security & Trust Co. 

Herbert B. Blunck,’ general manager, Hotel Statler 

Everett J. Boothby,’ president, Washington Gas Light Co. 

B. Bernei Burgunder, vice president, S. Kann Sons Co. 

George B. Burrus,’ president, Peoples Drug Stores 

Morris Cafritz, president, Cafritz Construction Co. 

Edward R. Carr, president, Edward R. Carr, Inc. 

Kk. Taylor Chewning, Jr., vice president, United Clay Products Co. 

Miles Colean,' economist, Transportation Building 

Harry M. Davidow,’ executive vice president and general manager, the Hecht 
Co. 

I’. Elwood Davis,’ attorney, Reasoner & Davis 

Clark G. Diamond,’ division vice president, Chesnut Farms Division, National 
Dairy Products Corp. 

Richard P. Dunn,’ president and chairman of the board, Julius Garfinckel & Co. 

R. Roy Dunn,’ president, Potomac Electric Power Co. 

William H. Dyer, vice president, Perpetual Building Association. 

Robert V. Fleming,’ chairman of the board, the Riggs National Bank. 

Gen. Walter H. Frank, Sears, Roebuck & Co. 

Hon. George A. Garrett,’ general partner, Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Beane. 

Ralph L. Goldsmith, president, Lansburgh’s Department Store. 

Philip L. Graham,’ publisher, the Washington Post and Times Herald. 

George E. Hamilton, Jr., attorney, Hamilton & Hamilton. 

Frank R. Jelleff, president, Frank R. Jelleff & Co. 

Howard W. Kacy, president, Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co. 

Cecil D. Kaufmann, president, Kay Jewelry Stores, Inc. 

W. M. Kiplinger,’ president, Kiplinger Washington Agency. 

Frank J. Luchs,’ vice president and treasurer, Shannon & Luchs Co. 

J. Willard Marriott,’ president, Hot Shoppes, Inc. 

Hon. George C. McGhee, independent oil producer, McGhee Production Co. 

3enjamin M. McKelway,' editor, the Evening Star. 

Lanier P. McLachlen, chairman of the board, McLachlen Banking Corp. 

William J. McManus,’ vice president, Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. 

Seward H. Mott, Seward H. Mott Associates. 

Samuel E. Neel, general counsel, Mortgage Bankers Association of America. 

John T. O’Rourke,’ editor, the Washington Daily News. 

Mandell J. Ourisman, president, Ourisman Chevrolet, Inc. 

Thornton W. Owen,’ Thornton J. Owen & Son, Perpetual Building Association. 

Maj. Gen. Louis W. Prentiss* (retired), executive vice president, American 
Road Builders’ Association. 

John A. Reilly,’ president, the Second National Bank. 

John A. Remon. 

W. E. Reynolds, consulting engineer, Continental Building. 

Carleton D. Smith, vice president, National Broadcasting Co., Inc. 

Samuel E. Spencer, Esq., Spencer, Moore & Whalen. 

John L. C. Sullivan, vice president, Hessick, Ine. 

Philip M. Talbott,’ senior vice president, Woodward & Lothrop. 

James C. Wilkes,’ attorney, Wilkes & Artis. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., February 8, 1957. 
Hon. WAYNE MORsE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MOrsE: Much to my regret, an urgent matter of business that 
preempted my attention and time yesterday and this morning prevented my 
appearing before your subcommittee in regard to the site for the proposed 
auditorium and art center. Having served for an aggregate of 15 years on the 
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National Capital Park and Planning Commission and having been Director of 
Public Buildings and Public Parks from 1926 to 1933, and a legal resident of the 
District of Columbia for over a quarter of a century, the pressing need for such 
a development has been evident to me these many years. I have given to the 
question of a suitable site for it much study. Under the circumstances, I venture 
to hope that the following comments may receive sympathetic consideration by 
your subcommittee and the Congress, as coming from one who has a heartfelt 
interest in the proper development of the Nation’s Capital, long experience in 
solving its problems and no selfish interest in the solution of the problem now 
before you. 

However modest the beginnings may be, this development will in time become 
one of vast size and of great importance in guiding the cultural development of 
our people. Located in the Nation’s Capital it will inevitably be a measure of 
our cultural progress to the foreigners who visit here. It should, therefore, 
be so located and so designed, in every utilitarian way as well as in archi- 
tecture, that it will bring credit to the Nation, as well as be practically useful and 
serve the convenience of those using it. The Auditorium Commission has wisely 
employed leaders in their professions as consultants. Surely this is a project 
that should fulfill Sir Henry Wootton’s three conditions of well building, namely, 
commodity, firmness and delight. 

To this end, I venture to submit, that it should be convenient to those who will 
use it and provide for their needs with facilities for parking automobiles, for 
the loading and unloading of persons coming by mass transportation, for the 
reception of much traffic when there are performances or meetings, and afford 
means for a quick getaway, as well as be architecturally beautiful and in a loca- 
tion where it will add to the beauty of the Capital as a whole. Furthermore, it 
should be located where it will not unduly interfere, with its volume of traftic 
at times concentrated, with the normal economic life and circulation of the city. 

I have been unable to find any still existing site available that will meet all 
these requirements as does the one called the Foggy Bottom site, perhaps in an 
effort to ridicule. Having worked in this area for 6 years, I can bear personal 
witness to the fact that any more fog than in other parts of the city was not 
perceptible, and that it is as dry as any in stormy weather. 

With direct access to the proposed inner loop, its patrons will have freeway 
access to all parts of the city, and with direct access to the Rock Creek and 
Potomac Parkway they will have a freeway to the local streets of the part of 
the city in which most of them will be living or to their hotels, and this without 
crossing or materially interfering with the city’s heaviest lines of rush-hour 
traffic. As approached from the north or south or viewed from the Virginia 
hills, it can, in this site, be a great architectural composition rounding the corner 
and carrying on the line of fine buildings, now on the north side of Constitution 
Avenue, along the river front. 

While these considerations of esthetics and convenience are certainly of more 
than usual importance in this case, as an engineer and city planner I am still 
more concerned with the bad planning of placing such an auditorium and related 
buildings in the Southwest section of the city, which will force the audiences 
numbering up to 10,000 (according to newspaper accounts) to cross the immense 
volumes of city traffic now flowing along Independence Avenue, the Mall roads 
after the misplaced Constitution Avenue Bridge is built, Constitution Avenue, 
Pennsylvania Avenue, and K Street, on roads already jammed with traflic, or 
circle more than half the city on the proposed inner loop to reach their destina- 
tions. 

The Highway Department’s survey as reported January 31, 1952, by the then 
Engineer Commissioner, Maj. Gen. B. L. Robinson, showed “there were about 
152,000 trips made during an average 24-hour weekday in 1950, with destinations 
in the Washington downtown area; in addition there were approximately 122,000 
trips passing through this same area during that time, which did not belong on 
already congested streets because they had neither origin nor destination within 
the downtown area.” The numbers have doubtless increased since then, but the 
pattern has not changed substantially, and the reluctance of our automobilists 
to go the long way around, even to seek less congested streets, is obvious. The 
inner loop is expected to relieve this situation in the central business section, but 
it is doubtful that any great number will take it for the long trip from the South- 
west to the Northwest. If they do, the inner loop itself will build up traffie con- 
gestion during the rush hours when 10,000 persons are going to a meeting in 
the auditorium or leaving one. 

The chief obstacles to the Foggy Bottom site seems to be that it will neces- 
sitate locating the western leg of the inner loop approximately where it was 
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placed on the National. Capital Planning Commission’s comprehensive plan, and 
giving up the location subsequently selected by the Highway Department in viola- 
tion of that plan, and so impose hardship on real-estate developers who have 
gone ahead on the assurance of the Highway Department that they would have 
their way. This is not the place to present the arguments against the Highway 
Department’s faulty location of the west leg of the inner loop; they are long 
and conclusive. Suffice it to say that it should be relocated for the good of the 
city and to prevent the intolerable traffic conditions that the Highway Depart- 
ment’s plan will engender. 

Therefere, for the greater: usefulness of the auditorium and art center, for 
the good of the city, and for the greater benefit of the American people and their 
cultural progress, I recommend that your subcommittee approve the so called 
Foggy Bottom site. 

Respectfully, 
U. S. Grant 3p, 
Major General, United States Army, Retired. 


Fesruary 10, 1957. 
Re Site for auditorium 


Hon. WAYNE L. Morskr, 
Senator from Oregon, 
United States Capitol, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Morse: I venture to enclose a statement showing my idea of 
the specifications required by a center of the fine arts if it is to be successful 
in Washington. My suggestion may be too late for consideration by your joint 
committee. However, its application to the area near the Capitol and described 
in the enclosure, may prove valuable, especially in case of a compromise loca- 
tion between the Foggy Bottom and Southwest areas. 

This area, if found too small to accommodate the plans of the Auditorium 
Commission, may be extended, according to my advice from the Land Redevelop- 
ment Agency, through slum clearance, so as to meet all requirements. 

Extended inquiries indicate that this location would receive the enthusiastic 
and grateful support of the metropolitan population. It would meet the justi- 
fiable proper demands of thousands of people of modest means not accessible 
to Foggy Bottom and would make an illustrious community of the arts not avail- 
able to any other city,in America. Its prime advantage would be its acces- 
sibility to Congress, a°major source of finance. 

I shall be happy to furnish you support of my proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER DENMAN HOLSINGER, 
Care of Pan American Union, Washington, D. C. 


A NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL CULTURAL CENTER IN WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Washington has been stirred by the gallant efforts of Mrs. Eugene Meyer 
and associates to get in Washington a longfelt need of a center of the performing 
arts of music, the drama, and the dance. The aim of the planners is to furnish 
finance, plant, and facilities adequate to the requirements of each art and, first in 
time and preliminary importance, to discover for the center a suitable site. 
For the last purpose the Congress has made a generous appropriation. 

The most critical requirement forthe success of all cultural, nonprofit enter- 
prises is finance. Wherefore all units of this center, including the site, must 
be planned with an eye to laying a foundation for making a direct and effective 
approach to major finance for an adequate site, plant, and facilities, their main- 
tenance and operation. Armed with such commitments, the planners may pro- 
ceed with confidence; then they may do most anything. The planners pro- 
pose to ask the United States Congress for a greater part of the necessary 
money and raise the balance from private donors. 

The controlling specifications of the location of such a site are apparent, and 
all are illustrated by the location noted below. 

1. So far as feasible, the location should be established in the center of popula- 
tion in the metropolitan district, its future patrons. 

2. Such location should be easily and cheaply accessible by public and private 
conveyance—traffic zone No. 1. 
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3. The area of the site must be ample for all building units and facilities, in- 
cluding parking and attractive landscaping. Provision should be made for 
expansion. 

4. The aim is to invest the center with an authentic national and international 
aspect. Now to call a local laundry national does not ‘exalt its status. Ac- 
cordingly, upon its intrinsic scope and quality the center must found its claim 
to national and international stature and, indeed, importantly upon its setting 
among other cognate enterprises of the desired scope and quality. 

5. Again, the center should tie in with the main source, the United States Con- 
gress, So as to become its close neighbor. 

Such would apepar to be among the essential characteristics of a successful 
center of the performing arts. If now its concept may-be expanded, it could 
become a part of an authentic national and international cultural center. 

All very well. But where in Washington is a location available with the above 
characteristics? I+ suggest the area lying between Pennsylvania and Indiana 
Avenues, and Third and First Streets NW., up to the Capitol Grounds. This 
area is due soon for slum clearance. It is steadily deteriorating and constitutes 
a civic, economic, and sanitary blight, bordering upon the Capitol Grounds, and 
upon thoroughfares extending both ways to the Union Station and the National 
Airport, as well as upon major thoroughfares leading into all parts of the 
metropolitan district—for all native and foreign travelers to “view with a wild 
surmise.” It is a mess, lying in the very lap of Congress. 

Apart from the beneficent result of clearing a spot in Washington, consider 
the area, so cleared and glorified, by our center and its contribution to the estab- 
lishment of a center of national and international stature. 

In the beginning, this area and surroundings were set up for both national and 
international use. In his original plan of the Federal City, Major L’enfant 
showed a central axis, terminating at pivotal points, one at the Capitol, the other 
at the White House, connected bya mall. Along the mall, he appointed sites 
for the residences of international diplomats, The great planner thereby ex- 
pressed his concept of a future, friendly intimacy between the Government of the 
United States and other countries, among them France, his native land. Wherein 
appears a classical precedent for our suggestion. 

A latter-day plan may show: 

. The Shakespeare Memorial Library. 
. The Congressional Library. 
. The National Gallery of Art. 
. The Freer Art Gallery. 
5. The Smithsonian Institution, 
. The Civil Center. 
. A Center of the Performing Arts. 
all girdling the Capitol, their sponsor, as a jeweled cincture of beauty. 
WALTER DENMAN HOLSINGER, 
Pan American Union, 
Washington, D. C. 


WASHINGTON BoArRD OF TRADE, 
Washington, D. C., February 11, 1957. 


Hon. WAYNE B. Morse, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Health, Education, Welfare, and Safety, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Morse: Since the Washington Board of Trade was not 
represented at hearings recently held concerning the location of the proposed 
auditorium, we are submitting this brief statement for inclusion in the record. 

An adequate auditorium and civic center is one of the longtime dreams of 
the Washington Board of Trade. This organization has participated in efforts 
to secure such a facility repeatedly during the last 25 or 30 years. We are 
tremendously heartened and gratified that the Auditorium Commission has 
made notable progress in the development of sound plans and in securing a 
high degree of public acceptance for the project with which they are concerned. 
We are happy to note also the sympathetic view toward the proposed auditorium 
and cultural center by many members of Congress. We earnestly hope that 
these plans will promptly be converted into a reality. We will assist the 
Auditorium Commission in doing everything we possibly can to transform the 
plans and discussions into a tangible national and community asset. 
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The location of the proposed auditorium has been very carefully reviewed 
and discussed by appropriate committees of the board of trade including its 
board of directors. We oppose its location in Foggy Bottom as the site has 
been proposed. 

No useful purpose will be served by reviewing a history of Foggy Bottom 
development in recent years since that was made part of the record during the 
hearings. We would like it to be noted, however, that all of these matters were 
considered by our board of directors when it voted to support, in the strongest 
possible terms, the already planned Potomac Plaza development and the con- 
struction of the Peoples Life Insurance Building. Studies made by our staff 
foresee that the District of Columbia will receive in taxes from these facilities 
and those residing and working in them at least $2 million per annum. These 
revenues are badly needed by the District and they may be surely anticipated 
inasmuch as the projects referred to are moving ahead and proceeding to com- 
pletion. Moreover, we believe that these projects will be utilitarian and attrac- 
tive. We feel they are sound developments and reflect good land usage for 
this close-in area. 

We continue to believe that the auditorium should be located in southwest 
Washington and that it should be a key feature of the redevelopment plan 
which has been adopted. 

Neither appropriate committees nor the board of directors of the Washington 
Board of Trade has had an opportunity to examine, discuss, and adopt policy 
with respect to the three locations which have been mentioned by the Audi- 
torium Commission. We have assumed that the auditorium complex would be 
placed in the area earmarked for such purpose on the officially adopted South- 
west redevelopment plan. 

Representatives of the Auditorium Commission have suggested another site 
which would interfere with the plaza and now we understand still a third one 
which would require demolition of Jefferson School and alteration in the plans 
for waterfront development. 

It would appear that to make one of these latter two sites available would 
require a fairly comprehensive restudy of the entire Southwest redevelopment 
plan by the District and Federal Governments, Webb & Knapp, and the Planning 
Commission. This would inevitably mean a considerable delay which the 
Auditorium Commission seeks to avoid. 

It would appear, therefore, that if prompt action is desired, and we believe 
it is, that the Auditorium Commission must necessarily utilize the site which 
has been approved in the Southwest redevelopment plan. 

It is our earnest hope that the Commission and all others concerned will 
speedily reach agreement concerning the site so that this project may move 
ahead without delay. 

Very truly yours, 
Puiwip M. Tarzort, President. 


Xx 





